United States
of America

SENATE—Saturday, July 28,

The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. Sam NUNN, a Sen-
ator from the State of Georgia.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal Father, we thank Thee for an-
other day with its fresh promise, its op-
portunities and duties. As our bodies are
renewed so give strength to our minds
and hearts to glorify Thee in our lives.
For added burdens give increased
strength. To all who serve in the Gov-
ernment provide a full measure of grace
and wisdom that all things may be or-
dered according to Thy will. When the
day is done give us grateful hearts, rest
for our spirits, and souls at peace with
Thee.

In the Redeemer’s name we pray.
Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. EASTLAND).

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT FRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., July 28, 1973.
To the Senate:

Belng temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. S8am NUNN,
& Benator from the State of Georgla, to per-
form the duties of the Chair during my ab-
sence.

JaMES O, EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. NUNN thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
July 27, 1973, be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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INDIAN FINANCING ACT OF 1973

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of calendar No.
331, 8. 1341.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

8. 1341, to provide for financing the eco-
nomic development of Indians and Indian
organizations, and for other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs with an
amendment to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That this Act may be cited as the “In-
dian Financing Act of 1973".

DECLARATION OF POLICY

BEc. 2. It is hereby declared to be the policy
of Congress to provide capital on a reim-
bursable basis to help develop and utilize
Indian resources, both physical and human,
to a point where the Indians will fully exer-
cise responsibility for the utilization and
management of their own resources; where
they will enjoy a standard of living from
their own productive efforts comparable to
that enjoyed by non-Indians in neighboring
communities; and where they will have the
opportunity to be integrated socially, polit-
ically, and economically into American life,

DEFINITIONS

BeEc. 3. For the purposes of this Act, the
term—

(a) *“Secretary” means the Secretary of
the Interior.

(b) “Indian" means any person who is a
member of any Indian tribe, band, pueblo,
group, or community of Indians or Alaska
Natives which is ized by the Federal
Government as eligible for services from
the Bureau of Indian Affalrs,

(c) “Indian tribe" means any tribe, band,
pueblo, group, or community of Indians or
Alaska Natives which is recognized by the
Federal Government as eligible for services
from the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

(d) “Reservation'” includes Indian res-
ervations, public domain land occupied by
Indians, former Indian reservations in Okla-
homa, and land occupled by Alaska Native
communities.

(e) “Economic enterprise” means any In-
dian-owned as defined by the Secretary of
the Interior, commercial, industrial, or busi-
ness activity established or organized for
the purpose of profit.

(f) “Other organizations'™ means any non-
Indian individual, firm, corporation, partner-
ship, or association.

TITLE I—INDIAN REVOLVING LOAN
FUND

Sec. 101. In order to provide credit that
is not available from private money markets,
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all funds that are now or hereafter a part
of the revolving fund authorized by the Act
of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 986), the Act of
June 26, 1936 (49 Stat. 1968) and the Act of
April 19, 1950 (64 Stat. 44), as amended and
supplemented, Including sums received in
settlement of debts of livestock pursuant to
the Act of May 24, 1950 (64 Stat. 190), and
sums collected in repayment of loans here-
tofore or hereafter made, and as interest or
other charges on loans, shall hereafter be
administered as a single revolving loan fund
and shall be available for loans to Indians
having a form of organization that is satis-
factory to the Secretary and for loans to in-
dividual Indians who are not members of or
eligible for membership in an organization
which is making loans to its members as
well as for administrative expenses incurred
in connection therewith.

Sec. 102, Loans may be made for any pur-
pose which will promote the economic devel-
opment of (a) the individual Indian bor-
rower, including loans for educational pur-
poses, and (b) the Indian organization and
its members including loans by such orga-
nizations to other organizations and invest-
ments in other organizations regardless of
whether they are organizations of Indians.

Sec. 103. Loans may be made only when,
in the judgment of the Secretary, there is a
reasonable prospect of repayment, and only
to applicants who in the opinion of the Sec-
retary are unable to obtain financing from
other sources on reasonable terms and con-
ditions.

Sec. 104. Loans shall be for terms that do
not exceed thirty years and shall bear interest
at (a) a rate determined by the Secretary of
the Treasury taking into consideration the
market yleld on municipal bonds: Provided,
That in no event shall the rate be greater
than the rate determined by the Secretary of
the Treasury taking into consideratlion the
current average yleld on outstanding mar-
ketable obligations of the United States of
comparable maturity, plus (b) such addi-
tional charge, if any, toward covering other
costs of the program as the Secretary may
determine to be consistent with its purpose:
Provided, That educational loans may provide
for interest to be deferred while the borrower
is in school or in the military service.

Sec. 105. The Secretary may cancel, adjust,
compromise, or reduce the amount of any
loan or any portion thereof heretofore or
hereafter made from the revolving loan fund
established by this title and its predecessor
constituent funds which he determines to be
uncollectable in whole or in part, or which
is collectable only at an unreasonable cost,
or when such action would, in his judgment,
be in the best Interests of the United States.
He may also adjust, compromise, subordinate,
or modify the terms of any mortgage, lease,
assignment, contract, agreement, or other
document taken to secure such loans.

Sec. 106. Title to any land purchased by a
tribe or by an individual Indian with loans
made from the revolving loan fund may be
taken in trust unless the land is located out-
side the boundaries of s reservation or a
tribal consolidation area approved by the
Secretary. Title to any land purchased by a
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tribe or an individual Indian which is outside
the boundaries of the reservation or approved
consolidation area may be taken in trust if
the purchaser was the owner of trust or re-
stricted interests in the land before the pur-
chase, otherwise title shall be taken in the
name of the purchasers without any restric-
tion on alienation, control, or use. Title to
any personal property purchased with a loan
from the revolving loan fund shall be taken
in the name of the purchaser.

Bec. 107. Any organization receiving a loan
from the revolving loan fund shall be re-
quired to assign to the United States as
security for the loan all securities acquired
in connection with the loans made to its
members from such funds unless the Secre-
tary determines that the repayment of the
loan to the United States is otherwise reason~
ably assured.

SEec. 108. The Secretary may not collect any
loan from the revolving loan fund which be-
comes delinquent or the Iinterest thereon
from per capita payments or other distribu-
tions of tribal assets derived from a tribal
judgment which are due the delinquent bor-
TOWer.

SEec, 109. There 1s authorized to be appro-
priated, to provide capital and to restore any
impairment of capital for the revolving loan
fund 50,000,000 exclusive of prior authori-
zations and appropriations,

Sec. 110. The Secretary shall promulgate
rules and regulations to carry out the provi-
slons of this title.

TITLE II—LOAN GUARANTY AND INSUR-~-
ANCE

Sec. 201. In order to provide access to pri-
vate money sources which otherwise would
not be avallable, the Secretary is authorized
(a) to guarantee not to exceed 90 per centum
of the unpaid principal and interest due
on any loan made to any organization of In-
dians having a form of organization satisfac-
tory to the Secretary, and to individual In-
dians who are not members of or eligible for
membership in an organization which is
making loans to its members; and (b) in lieu
of such guaranty, to insure loans under an
agreement epproved by the Secretary where-
by the lender will be reilmbursed for losses
in an amount not to exceed 15 per centum
of the aggregate of such loans made by it, but
not to exceed 80 per centum of the loss on
any one loan.

Sec, 202. The Becretary may, to the extent
he deems consistent with the purposes of
the program, fix such premium charges for
the insurance and guarantee of loans as are
in his judgment adequate to cover ex-
penses and probable losses, and deposit re-
ceipts from such charges In the Indian Loan
Guaranty and Insurance Fund established
pursuant to section 217(a) of this title.

Sec. 203. Loans guaranteed or insured pur-
suant to this title shall bear interest (exclu-
sive of premium charges for insurance, and
service charge, if any) at rates not to exceed
such per centum per annum on the prin-
cipal obligation outstanding as the Secre-
tary determines to be reasonable taking into
consideration the range of interest rates
prevailing in the private market for similar
loans and the risks assumed by the United
States.

Sec. 204, The application for a loan to be
guaranteed hereunder shall be submitted to
the Secretary for prior approval. Upon ap-
proval, the Secretary shall issue a certificate
as evidence of the guaranty. Such certifi-
cate shall be issued only when, in the judg-
ment of the Secretary, there is a reasonable
prospect of repayment. No loan to an indi-
vidual Indian may be guaranteed or insured
which would cause the total unpald prin-
cipal indebtedness to exceed $100,000. No
loan to an economic enterprise (as defined
in section 3) In excess of $100,000, or such
lower amount as the Secretary may deter-
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mine to be appropriate, shall be Iinsured
unless prior approval of the loan is obtained
from the Secretary.

Sec. 205. Any loan guaranteed hereunder,
including the security given therefor, may
be sold or assigned by the lender to any fi-
nancial institution subject to examination
and supervision by an agency of the United
States or of mny State or the District of
Columbia.

SEc. 206. Loans made by any agency or in-
strumentality of the Federal Government,
or by an organization of Indians from funds
borrowed from the United States, and loans
the interest on which is not included in gross
income for the purposes of chapter 1 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as
amended, shall not be eligible for guaranty
or Insurance hereunder.

Sec. 207. Any loans insured hereunder shall
be restricted to those made by a financial
institution subject to examination and super-
vision by an agency of the United States,
a State, or the District of Columbia, and
to loans made by Indian organizations from
their own funds to other tribes or organiza-
tlons of Indlans.

SEc. 208. Loans guaranteed hereunder may
be made by any lender satisfactory to the
Secretary, except as provided in section 2086.
The liability under the guaranty shall de-
crease or increase pro rata with any decrease
or increase in the unpald portion of the
obligation.

B8Ec. 209. Any loan made by any natlonal
bank or Federal savings and loan assocla-
tion, or by any bank, trust company, build-
ing and loan assoclation, or insurance com-
pany authorized to do business in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, at least 20 per centum
of which is guaranteed hereunder, may be
made without regard to the limitations and
restrictions of any other Federal statute with
respect to (a) ratio of amount of loan to the
value of the property; (b) maturity of loans;
(c) requirement of mortgage or other secu-
rity, (d) priority of lien; or (e) percentage
of assets which may be invested in real
estate loans.

SEec. 210. The maturity of any loan guaran-
teed or insured hereunder shall not exceed
thirty years.

Sec. 211. In the event of a default of a loan
guaranteed hereunder, the holder of the
guaranty certificate may immediately notify
the SBecretary in writing of such default and
the Secretary shall thereupon pay to such
holder the pro rata portion of the amount
guaranteed and shall be subrogated to the
rights of the holder of the guaranty and
receive an assignment of the obligation and
security. The Secretary may cancel the un-
collectable portion of any obligation to which
he has an assignment or a subrogated right
under this section. Nothing in this section
shall be construed to preclude any forbear-
ance for the benefit of the borrower as may
be agreed upon by the parties to the loan
and approved by the Secretary. The Secre-
tary may establish the date, not later than
the date of judgment and decree of foreclo-
sure or sale, upon which accrual of interest
or charges shall cease.

Sec. 212. When a lender suffers a loss on a
loan insured hereunder, including accrued
interest, a claim therefor shall be submitted
to the Becretary. If the Secretary finds that
the loss has been suffered, he shall reim-
burse the lender therefor: Provided, That
the amount payable to the lender for a
loss on any one loan shall not exceed 90 per
centum of such loss: Provided further, That
no reimbursement may be made for losses
in excess of 15 per centum of the aggregate
of insured loans made by the lender: Pro-
vided further, That before any reimburse-
ment is made, all reasonable collection efforts
shall have been exhausted by the lender,
and the security for the loan shall have been
llgquidated to the extent feasible, and the
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proceeds applied on the debt. Upon reim-
bursement, in whole or in part, to the lender,
the note or judgment evidencing the debt
shall be assigned to the United States, and
the lender shall have no further claim
against the borrower or the United States.
The Secretary shall then take such further
collection action as may be warranted, or may
cancel the uncollectable portion of any debt
assigned pursuant hereto, The Secretary
may establish a date upon which accrual of
interest or charges shall cease,

SEc. 213. Whenever the Secretary finds that
any lender or holder of a guaranty certificate
falls to maintain adequate accounting rec-
ords, or to demonstrate proper ability to
service adequately loans guaranteed or in=-
sured, or to exercise proper credit judgment,
or has willfully or negligently engaged in
practices otherwise detrimental to the inter-
ests of a borrower or of the United States,
he may refuse, elther temporarily or perma-
nently, to guarantee or insure any further
loans made by such lender or holder, and
may bar such lender or holder from acquir-
ing additional loans guaranteed or insured
hereunder: Provided, That the BSecretary
shall not refuse to pay a valld guaranty or
insurance claim on loans previously made in
good faith.

Sec, 214. Any evidence of guaranty or in-
surance issued by the Secretary shall be con=
clusive evidence of the eligibllity of the loan
for guaranty or insurance under the provi-
slons of this Act and the amount of such
guaranty or insurance: Provided, That noth-
ing in this section shall preclude the Secre=
tary from establishing, as against the origi-
nal lender, defenses based on fraud or mate-
rial misrepresentation or bar him from es-
tablishing, by regulations in force at the date
of such issuance or disbursement, whichever
is the earlier, partial defenses to the amount
payable on the guaranty or insurance.

SEc. 215. Title to any land purchased by a
tribe or by an individual Indian with loans
guaranteed or insured pursuant to this title
may be taken in trust, unless the land is
located outside the boundaries of a reserva-
tion or a tribal consolidation area approved
by the Secretary. Title to any land purchased
by a tribe or an individual Indian which is
outside the boundaries of the reservation or
approved consolidation area may be taken
in trust if the purchaser was the owner of
trust or restricted interests in the land be-
fore the purchase, otherwlise title shall be
taken in the name of the purchaser without
any restriction on allenation, control, or use.
Title to any personal property purchased
with loans guaranteed or Insured hereunder
shall be taken in the name of the purchaser.

SEc, 216. The financial transactions of the
Secretary incident to or arising out of the
guarantee or insurance of loans, and the ac-
quisition, management, and disposition of
property, real, personal, or mixed, incident
to such activities, shall be final and conclu-
sive upon all officers of the Government, With
respect to matters arising out of the guar-
anty or insurance program authorized by
this title, and notwithstanding the provisions
of any other laws, the Becretary may—

(a) sue and be sued in his official capacity
in any court of competent jurisdiction;

(b) subject to the specific limitations in
this title, consent to the modification, with
respect to the rate of interest, time of pay-
ment on prineipal or interest or any portion
thereof, security, or any other provisions of
any note, contract, mortgage, or other in-
strument securing a loan which has been
guaranteed or insured hereunder;

(c¢) pay, or compromise, any claim on, or
arising because of any loan guaranty or in-
surance;

(d) pay, compromise, walve, or release any
right, title, claim, lieu, or demand, however
acquired, including, but not limited to, any
equity or right of redemption;
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(e) purchase at any sale, public or private,
upon such terms and for such prices as he
determines to be reasonable, and take title
to property, real, personal, or mixed; and
similarly sell, at public or private sale, ex-
change, assign, convey, or otherwise dispose
of such property; and

(f) complete, administer, operate, obtain,
and pay for insurance on, and maintain,
renovate, repair, modernize, lease, or other-
wise deal with any property acquired or held
pursuant to the guaranty or insurance pro-
gram authorized by this title.

Sec. 217, (a) There is hereby created an
Indian Loan Guaranty and Insurance Fund
(hereinafter referred to as the “fund")
which shall be available to the Secretary as a
revolving fund without fiscal year limitation
for carrying out the provisions of this title.
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Secretary to carry out the purposes of
the fund and the purposes of sectior 301 of
this Act not to exceed $10,000,000 in each of
the flscal years 1974, 1975, and 1976.

(b) The Secretary may use the fund for
the purpose of fulfilling the obligations with
respect to loans guaranteed or insured under
this title, but the aggregate of such loans
which are insured or guaranteed by the
Secretary shall be limited to $200,000,000 as
authorized in appropriations Acts.

(c) All funds, claims, notes, mortgages,
contracts, and property acquired by the
Becretary under this sectlon, and all collec-
tions and proceeds therefrom, shall consti-
tute assets of the fund; and all liabllities and
obligations of such assets shall be liabilities
and obligations of the fund. The Secretary
is authorized to make agreements with re-
spect to servicing loans held, guaranteed, or
insured by him under this title and purchas-
ing such guaranteed or insured loans on such
terms and conditions as he may prescribe.

(d) The Secretary may also utilize the fund
to pay taxes, insurance, prior liens, expenses
necessary to make fiscal adjustments in con-
nection with the application and transmit-
tal of collectlons, and other expenses and
advances to protect the Secretary for loans
which are guaranteed or insured under this
title or held by the Secretary, to acquire such
security property at foreclosure sale or other-
wise, and to pay administrative expenses.

Sec. 218, The Becretary shall promulgate
rules and regulations to carry out the pro-
visions of this title.

TITLE III—INTEREST SUBSIDIES AND

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Sec. 301. The Secretary is authorized under
such rules and regulations as he may pre-
scribe to pay as an interest subsidy on loans
which are guaranteed or insured under the
provisions of title II of this Act amounts
which are necessary to reduce the rate pay-
able by the borrower to the rate determined
under section 104 of this Act.

Sec. 302, There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary (a) to carry out the
provisions of sections 217 and 301 of this
Act, such sums to remaln avallable until ex-
pended, and (b) for administrative expenses
under this Act not to exceed $10,000,000 in
each of the filscal years 1874, 1975, and 1976.

TITLE IV—INDIAN BUSINESS GRANTS

Sec. 401. There s established within the
Department of the Interior the Indian Busi-
ness Development Program whose purpose is
to stimulate and increase Indlan entrepre-
neurship and employment by providing
equity capital through nonreimbursable
grants made by the Secretary of the Interior
to Indians and Indian tribes to establish and
expand profitmaking Indlan-owned economic
enterprises on or near reservations.

Sec. 402, No grant In excess of 50,000, or
such lower amount as the Secretary may
determine to be appropriate, may be made
to an Indian or Indian tribe, band, group,
pueblo, or community recognized by the
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Federal Government as eligible for services
from the Bureau of Indian Affairs, A grant
may be made only to an applicant who, in
the opinion of the Secretary, is unable to
obtain adequate financing for its economic
enterprise from other sources, including its
own financlal resources, except that no grant
may be made to an applicant who is unable
to obtain at least 60 per centum of the neces-
sary funds for the economic enterprise from
other sources.

BSEec. 403. There are authorized to be appro-
priated not to exceed the sum of §10,000,000
for each of the fiscal years 1974, 1975, and
1976 for the purposes of this title.

Sec. 404. The Secretary of the Interior is
authorized to prescribe such rules and regu-
lations as may be necessary to carry out the
purposes of this Act.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider nomi-
nations on the executive calendar, be-
ginning with Department of Housing and
Urban Development, through and includ-
ing National Credit Union Board.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The nominations on the executive
calendar, beginning with Department of
Housing and Urban Development and
going through National Credit Union
Board, will be stated.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of David Olan
Meeker, Jr., of Indiana, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nominations in the SBecurities
and Exchange Commission as follows:

A, A, SBommer, Jr.,, of Ohlo, to be a mem-
ber of the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission for the remalinder of the term ex-
piring June 5, 1976.

Ray Garrett, Jr., of Illinols, to be & mem-
ber of the Securities and Exchange Commis~
sion for the remainder of the term expiring
June b, 1977.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nomination
be considered en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nominations
are considered and confirmed en bloc.

NATIONAL CREDIT UNION BOARD

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Willilam E.
Young, of Washington, to be a member
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of the National Credit Union Board for
the remainder of the term expiring De-
cember 31, 1973.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume the consideration of legislative
business.

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of legisla-
tive business.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 42—ADJOURNMENT OF THE
TWO HOUSES

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
behalf of the distinguished Republican
leader and myself, I send to the desk a
Senate concurrent resolution, No. 42,
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The concurrent resolution will be
stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

8. Con. REs. 42

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That when the
two Houses adjourn on Friday, August 8,
1973, they shall stand adjourned until 12:00
noon on Wednesday, September b5, 1972.“(;!
until 12:00 noon on the second day
their respective Members are notifled to reas-
semble in accordance with section 2 of this
resolution, whichever event first occurs.

“Sec. 2. The President pro tempore of the
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall notify the Members of
the Senate and the House, respectively, to
reassemble whenever in their opinion leg-
islative expediency shall warrant it or when-
ever the majority leader of the Senate and
the majority leader of the House,
jointly, or the minority leader of the Sen-
ate and the minority leader of the House,
acting jointly, fille a written request with
the Becretary of the Senate and the Clerk
of the House that the Congress reassemble
for the consideration of legislation.”

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion?

There being no objection, the con-
current resolution (8. Con. Res. 42) was
considered and agreed to.

IS ANYBODY LISTENING?

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. Pres-
ident, Saturday being what it is, and
attendance being what it is not, I in-
dulge myself in a small soliloquy. In the
play “1776"” there is a song that goes
something like this:

Is anybody listening?

Is anybody here?

Is anybody listening?

Does anyhody care?

We must wonder about these things as
we go about our daily responsibilities.
Is anybody listening? Well, we often
think they are not. Yet in many little
ways we discover how closely people are
listening in the United States. If one
makes a trip home to one’s constituents—




26428

to Waukegan, to San Francisco, to Mem-
phis, or wherever, someone will come up
and say something to a Member of Con-
gress: “I want to thank you, Senator, for
what you are doing.” Or, “I hope you will
continue to do what you are doing.” Or,
“I feel better because you are there.”

When they say that, we begin to realize
that the people of the country have a
listening ear far more acute than we
are even aware of.

Then, does anybody care? When we
travel about, we find that people will also
stop us with criticism: “I did not like
what you did, Senator.” Or, “I disagree
with you.” Or, “You were wrong.” Or,
“I think you should not have done what
you did.”

That shows that all over the country
there are people who care and respect
us and respect the positions we have, and
who disagree with us and tell us so with
candor.

So I think we should continue to have
faith in the American people, in their
judgment, in their wisdom, in their
acuity, and in the fact that they really
do listen and they really do care. There,
of course, lies, in my opinion, the, ulti-
mate security of the Republic.

With these few remarks, which I hope
may have been luculent, I conclude the
soliloquy, aware that nobody is listening
and nobody seems to care; yet I know,
somehow, that fhe people are listening,
’.nd I know, somehow, that they care.

% Mr. President, it matters. It matters
a lot.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the song is slightly flat.

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I would

never attempt to get into full voice on
Saturday.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that there now
be .a period for the transaction of
routine business, with statements therein
limited to 5 minutes each.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

FAIR LABOR STANDARDS AMEND-
MENTS OF 1973—CONFERENCE
REPORT—REPORT OF A COMMIT-
TEE (S. REPT. NO. 93-358)

Mr. WILLIAMS, from the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 7935) to amend
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
to increase the minimum wage rates
under that act, to expand the coverage
of that act, and for other purposes,
submitted a report thereon, which was
ordered to be printed.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session, the following
favorable reports of nominations were
submitted:

By Mr. RANDOLPH, from the Committee
on Public Works:
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Alvin L. Alm, of the District of Columbia,
to be an Assistant Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency.

The above nomination was approved
subject to the nominee’s commitment to
respond to requests to appear and testify
before any duly constituted committee of
the Senate.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first time
and, by unanimous consent, the second
time, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. STEVENSON:

5. 2281. A bill to authorize the clearing of
the channel of the Little Calumet River, Ill.
Referred to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. ERVIN:

8. 2282. A bill to change the name of the
New Hope Dam and Lake, N.C., to the B.
Everett Jordan Dam and Lake. Referred to
the Committee on Public Works.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. ERVIN:

5. 2282. A bill to change the name of
the New Hope Dam and Lake, N.C., to the
B. Everett Jordan Dam and Lake. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Public
Works.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR B. EVERETT JORDAN

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, those
among us here today who shared the
privilege of serving with my close friend
and very distinguished colleague, B.
Everett Jordan, during his 15 years in
the Senate know just how well and com-
pletely he devoted himself to each of the
many causes to which he was committed.

The record of his years in the Senate
is replete with evidence of the significant
contributions he made in the areas of
agriculture, public education, social
security legislation, and measures to aid
the handicapped.

From the day he came to the Senate,
however, his overriding desire and pur-
pose was to insure that North Carolina’s
natural wealth, and particularly the
State’s water resources, were guarded
against waste and developed to their
fullest potential.

I think it is accurate to say that it is
in the field of resource development that
he rendered his most important service.
Thanks to Everett Jordan, North Caro-
lina made greater strides in this area
during his Senate tenure than in any
other period of the State’s history.

The fruits of his efforts are seen in im-
proved inland and coastal navigation fa-
cilities, in more adequate protection
against flooding, significant progress in
the war against water pollution, and in
a water conservation program geared to
providing a full supply to the State’s
cities and growing industries and to meet
its burgeoning outdoor recreation de-
mands.

Those accomplishments attest to his
foresight and determination and to his
complete refusal to admit defeat in the
face of heavy odds. He demonstrated
those attributes most convincingly in
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what sometimes was a lonely, one-man
battle to insure a start of one of the
State’s most ambitious public works pro-
posals, the New Hope Dam and Lake.
Now in an advanced construction stage,
the multipurpose project is scheduled for
completion in 1975.

Because it is so much a product of his
efforts, I can think of no more appro-
priate way to recognize and symbolize
his public works achievements as a whole
than to rename the New Hope as the
B. Everett Jordan Dam and Lake.

I consider it an honor to propose legis-
lation now for that purpose, and I very
much hope the bill will receive the
prompt and favorable attention which
it merits as a richly deserved tribute to
& splendid North Carolinian. Similar leg-
islation has been introduced in the other
body by Members of North Carolina's
delegation.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

8. 1988

At the request of Mr. Macnuson, the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. BeaLr), the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. BisLe), the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY),
the Senator from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
McInTYRE), the Senator from Connecti-
eut (Mr. Risicorr), and the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1988, the In-
terim Zone Extension and Management
Act of 1973.

S. 2089

At the request of Mr. MacNuson, the
junior Senator from Washington (Mr.
Jackson) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2089, to require that a percentage of
U.S. oil imports be carried on U.8.-flag
vessels.

B. 2280

At the request of Mr. Percy, the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 2280, to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1954,

BENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 27

At the request of Mr. Tarmance, the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HeLms) was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 27, proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that, except in
time of war or economic emergency de-
clared by the Congress, expenditures of
the Government may not exceed the rev-
enues of the Government during any fis-
cal year.

SENATE RESOLUTION 151—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION AUTHOR-
IZING PRINTING AS A SENATE
DOCUMENT “MAJORITY AND MI-
NORITY LEADERS OF THE SEN-
ATE"”

(Referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.)

Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself and Mr.
Scort of Pennsylvania) submitted a res-
olution (8. Res. 151), which reads as
follows:
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8. RES, 151

Resolved, That a compilation entitled “Ma-
jority and Minority Leaders of the Senate”,
prepared under the directlon of the Secre-
tary of the Senate, Francis R. Valeo, by the
Senate Parliamentarian, Floyd M. Riddick,
shall be reprinted with any revisions and
certain tables as a Senate document, and
that an additional two thousand coples be
printed for distribution by the Secretary of
the Senate.

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REVE-
* NUE CODE OF 1954—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 443

(Ordered to be printed, and referred
to the Committee on Finance).

Mr. MOSS, Mr. President, the mobility
that Americans have enjoyed may be in
jeopardy. To help conserve the Nation’s
fuel reserves, I introduced on June 30,
S. 2036, a bill designed to improve auto-
mobile efficiency.

Since the bill’s introduction I have re-
celved many valuable suggestions con-
cerning it. Based on these suggestions I
am submitting a modified amendment to
S. 2036. My esteemed colleague in the
House, Mr, Vanix, of Ohio, who pre-
viously submitted similar legislation, is
introducing a similar revision. Our re-
vised bills are identical.

The many excellent questions I have
received provide an opportunity to bring
my bill into perspective, some of those
questions are set out hereinafter. I ask
unanimous consent that they be printed
togetheer with a copy of the amend-
ment for the information of the Senate.

There being no objection the questions
and amendment were ordered to be
printed in the Recorb, as follows:

WHY WAS 5. 2036 INTRODUCED?

‘We are facing a crisls because of fuel short-
ages and the known fact that we will even-
tually run out. Our imports of petroleum
from abroad are on the increase adding to our
problem. The net dollar drain on the United
States for imported fuels in 1970 was $2.1
billion. The experts indicate that in 1975 we
will have to import between $9 and $13 bil-
lion of fuel. Golng into “hock” to oll-produc-
ing Middle Eastern countries will make our
economy unstable and make us susceptible
to blackmail.

I strongly support and have previously in-
troduced legislation to encourage methods of
increasing our domestic fuel supply through
exploration and increased research and de-
velopment. The consumption of fuel is in-
creasing at an alarming rate. It has become
obvious that we can no longer afford indis-
criminate and wasteful use of fuel, and we
must find ways to conserve energy.

WHAT DOES THE BILL DO?

It provides an incentive to the American
automoblile industry to develop automobiles
which get better mileage. It does this by plac-
ing a levy on manufacturers for selling cars
with poor mileage. The bill does not take
effect until July 1976. A revision to the bill
keeps the levy low until July 1978, after
which it would increase. Although the levy
is low until 1978, it provides manufacturers
with a reminder to “get going” in develop-
ing better mileage automobiles. Every cent
recelved from this bill will be spent in a
program to develop engines which get better
mileage.

WON'T MY BILL MAKE US GIVE UP FULL SIZED
CARS?

It's mileage that counts not size. Convine-

ing evidence exists that Americans can have

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

full sized automobiles which will get far
better mileage. The average American auto-
mobile converts only 26% of the energy sup-
plied to it to useful work. Average American
automobile mileage has been decreasing
every year. If we got the same average mile-
age today as we got in 1965, we would have
adequate supplies instead of a shortage.

ISN’T THE DECREASE IN MILEAGE COMPLETELY

DUE TO POLLUTION CONTROLS?

Mileage achleved by American cars was
decreasing every year long before the pol-
lution standards were imposed. Since 1965
fuel economy of the average American car
has decreased about 20%, & little over half of
that decrease appears to be due to pollution
controls.

WON'T MY BILL ENABLE FOREIGN CARS TO PUSH
AMERICAN CARS OFF THE MAREET?

The effect will ultimately be the opposite.
America s very strong technically, and with
the right incentive will develop cars which
not only give better mileage than foreign
cars, but also will be safer and more com-
fortable. In the long run, we can look to-
ward increased sales of American cars in
foreign countries. With high gas prices
abroad, comfortable, safe American cars with
good mileage will be a very competitive
product. :
WHY DON'T WE SOLVE OUR PROBLEM BY AN

EXTENSIVE PROGRAM TO INCREASE OUR DOMES-

TIC PETROLEUM SUPPLY?

Our domestic supply of petroleum Is
limited. Even iIf we could rapidly build more
refineries and pump oil out of the ground
faster, we would only put off the inevitable.
We can stretch out our domestic supply of
petroleum if we use it prudently, and we can
continue to have our present high standard
of living if we use America’s greatest re-
source to solve our fuel problem.

Amerlca's greatest resource is advance
technology, and it is through American ad-
vance technology that we are going to get
better, safer, more comfortable cars with
better mileage.

My bill will provide the incentive for bet-
ter gas mileage thereby reducing consumer
costs and conserving a vital resource.

Strike out everything after the enacting
clause and insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

Tha

(a) the Congress finds that—

(1) the Nation is facing a serious shortage
of finished petroleum products, and a na-
tional policy of energy conservation is vital
to reduce the wasteful use of irreplaceable
fossil fuels;

(2) a shortage of domestic refinery capac-
ity and a conflicting pattern of Federal poli-
cles have hampered the production of gaso-
line supplies and have made such supplies
inadequate to meet the rapidly expanding
national demand;

(3) passenger cars and other motor ve-
hicles which use internal combustion engines
are a major example of the inefficient con-
sumption of gasoline;

(4) the efficlency with which motor ve-
hicles consume fuel has declined during the
past twenty years because there is little in-
centive to improve engine efficlency; and

(5) the primary responsibility for develop-
ing more efficient automotive engines 1s prop-
erly that of American private industry. How-
ever, American manufacturers must be en-
couraged to produce not only more eflicient
engines but also automobiles which can com-
pete successfully with forelgn automobiles in
achleving better fuel economy.

(b) It is, therefore, the purpose of this Act
to encourage the development and manu-
facture of automobiles which efficiently con-
sume gasoline.

Sec. 2. (a) Part I of subchapter A of chap~
ter 36 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
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(relating to motor vehicle excise taxes) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

“Sgc. 4064. AuToMOBILE FUEL CONSUMPTION
TAX.

“(a) ImposiTION oF Tax.—There is hereby
imposed upon every new automobile manu-
factured, produced, or imported a tax at
whichever of the following rates is applicable
with respect to the fuel consumption rate
(as determined under subsection (b)) of
such automobile:

“(1) for the period beginning July 1, 1976,
and ending June 30, 1978:

“If the consumption rate (in miles per gal-
lon) is:

The tax is:
Over 20.0.-..
Over 19.0 but not over 20.0m - e ceceen

0
$20

Over 16.0 but not over 17.0cccccccca--
Over 15.0 but not over 16.0-c-ccaecaaaa
Over 14.6 but not over 15.0-cccceaeaa-
Over 14.0 but not over 14,6 -ceameeuax
Over 13.56 but not over 14.0. e e e
Over 13.0 but not over 18.5caccccacaaa
Over 12.5 but not over 13.0..-

Over 12.0 but not over 12.5__.

Over 11.0 but not over 12.0 e -
Over 10.0 but not over 11.0ccmcamene--
Over 9.0 but not over 10.0 - ccmcmeaa-
Over 8.0 but not over 9.0 - ___
Not over 8.0

“(2) for the period beginning July 1, 1978,
and ending June 30, 1981:

“If the consumption rate (in miles per
gallon) is:

The tax is:
Over 200 cnccaaaa- 0
Over 19.0 but not over 20.0-cccecccana 840
Over 18.0 but not over 19.0 oo ceeccea 60
Over 17.0 but not over 18.0.ccccccanaca 80
Over 18.0 but not over 17.0_c—cccccanaan 100
Over 15.0 but not over 16.0ccccccacacca 120
Over 14.6 but not over 16.0-c-cccaacaaa 160

Over 13.0 but not over 18.5.ccccccaana-- 280
Over 12.56 but not over 18.0. cccccccccaaa 320
Over 12.0 but not over 1235 cccacacmaaa 360
Over 11.0 but not over 120 ccceoccaaa- 400
Over 10.0 but not over 11.0. i cmeccaaa 480
Over 9.0 but not over 100 - caccmccaacaa b60
Over 8.0 but not over 9.0 cccccccauaaa 640
Not over 8.0-.-. 720

“(b) DETERMINATION OF FUEL CONSUMPTION
RaTE—The fuel consumption rate of new
automobiles taxable under subsection (a)
shall be determined solely on the basis of
the Automobile Fuel Consumption Schedule
prepared by the Secretary of the Department
of Transportation.

“(c) LiaBLITY FOR PAYMENT.—The tax im-
posed by this section shall be pald by the
manufacturer, producer, or importer at such
time and Iin such manner as the Becretary
shall prescribe.

“(d) DerFiNrTIONS —For the purpose of this
section—

“(1) the term ‘new automobile’ means
every vehicle, equipped with an internal com-
bustion engine, designed for use on the high-
way which has never been transferred to the
ultimate purchaser, but shall not include any
commercial vehicle, or any farm vehicle, as
defined by the Secretary, and

“(2) the term ‘ultimate purchaser’ means,
with respect to any new automobile, the first
person who In good faith purchases such
automobile for purposes other than resale.”

(b) The table of sections for such part I is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new item:

“Sec. 4064. Automobile fuel consumption
tax."

(c) The amendments made by this section
shall take effect on July 1, 1976.
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Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Transportation (hereinafter referred
to as the “Secretary”) shall, from time to
time, study and Iinvestigate the fuel con-
sumption rates of automobiles which are
subject, or may be subject, to the tax imposed
by section 4064 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1064 (relating to automobile fuel con-
sumption taxes).

(b) The st.udies and investigations con-
ducted under subsection (a) shall include
tests—

(1) of each automobile model subject to
such tax equipped—

(A) with each available engine size (meas-
ured by horsepower),

(B) with and without air conditioning,
sutomatic transmission, and power steering,
when available, and combinations of such
available accessories, and

(C) with and without each, and combina~-
tions of each, type of other accessory avail-
able which is determined by the Secretary
to have a significant effect on fuel consump-
tion economy; and

(2) which shall be conducted—

(A) under driving conditions representa-
tive of an average composite of urban and
nonurban driving speeds and clrcumstances,

(B) with the fuel used being of the qual-
ity normally recommended for use in such
automobile, and

(C) with such automobile carrying the
average welght load for which it was
designed.

(c) Based upon the studles and investiga-
tions conducted under subsection (b), the
Becretary shall determine the fuel consump=-
t-ion effective accessories (as specified under

graphs (B) and (C) of subsection
('b) (1)) and with each avallable engine size.
The Secretary shall, not later than June 1,
1976, and each year thereafter, prepare and
transmit to the Secretary of the Treasury a
schedule of all such rates to be known as the
Automobile Fuel Consumption Schedule
(interim revisions of which are to be made by
the Administrator as he deems appropriate).
The Automoblle Fuel Consumption Schedule
shall be made available for sale as a public
document,

Bec. 4. Sectlon 3 of the Automoblle Infor-
mation Disclosure Act (15 U.8.C. 1232) is
amended by inserting “(a)" after “Sec. 8.”
and by adding at the end thereof the follow-

“(b) Every label required to be affixed
under subsection (a) shall include, in the
case of any automobile on which & tax was

by section 4064 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 (relating to automobile
fuel economy taxes)—

“(1) the fuel consumption rate determined
to be applicable for such automoblle, and

“(2) the tax pald under such section 4064."

Sec. 6, The Secretary shall—

(1) not later than July 1, 1977, develop
an automoblle fuel consumption standard
universally applicable to all existing and po-
tential types of automobile fuels and
engines;

(2) not later than July 1, 1978, develop
procedures for rating fuel consumption of
new automobiles for purposes of paragrap
(8) using the standard developed under para-
graph (1);

(3) prepare, for submission to Congress not
later than July 1, 1979, a report recommend-
ing legislation which would provide for the
taxation, based upon the standard developed
under paragraph (1), of the fuel consump-
tion rate of all new automoblles, powerad
by gasoline or otherwise, manufactured, pro-
duced, or imported after June 30, 1981; and

(4) develop and conduct a program to de-
velop more efficlent automoblle engines uti-
lizing funds provided under section 7.
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Sec. 6, The Secretary of the Treasury will
calculate the income received under section
2 at the end of each fiscal year. This infor-
mation will be provided to the Secretary of
the Department of Transportation and the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget within two months of the close of
the fiscal year.

Bec. 7. The Office of Management and
Budget will include in each annual budget
the amount reported under section 6 for the
previous fiscal year which sald funds shall
be avallable and used for the purpose set
forth in paragraph (4) of section 5.

REFORM OF CONGRESSIONAL PRO-
CEDURES—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO, 444

(Ordered to be printed, and referred to
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions.)

Mr. PERCY submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
bill (8. 1541) to provide for the reform
of congressional procedures with respect
to the enactment of fiscal measures; to
provide ceilings on Federal expenditures
and the national debt; to create a budget
committee in each House; to create a
congressional office of the budget; and
for other purposes.

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1973—AMEND-

AMENDMENT NO., 445

(Ordered to be printed, and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. PELL submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
bill (8. 372) to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to relieve broadcasters
of the equal time requirement of section
315 with respect to Presidential and Vice-
Presidential candidates and to amend the
Campaign Communications Reform Act
to provide a further limitation on ex-
penditures in election campaigns for
Federal elective office.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF
AN AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 413 TO 8. 372

At the request of Mr. Percy, the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. BARTLETT)
was added as a cosponsor of amendment
No. 413, to the bill (8. 372) to amend the
Communications Act of 1934 to relieve
broadcasters of the equal time require-
ment of section 315 with respect to Presi-
dential and Vice-Presidential candidates
and to amend the Campaign Communi-
cations Reform Act to provide a further
limitation on expenditures in election
campaigns for Federal elective office.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON TITLE IV OF S. 2049

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that the Subcommittee on
Budgeting, Management, and Expendi-
tures, of the Senate Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations will hold a hearing
on 8. 2049, Wednesday, August 1, be-
ginning at 2 p.m., in room 1224, Dirksen
Senate Office Building. The subject of
the testimony is to be limited to title IV,
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of 8. 2049. This title relates to the access
to records and information by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office. It is anticipated
that hearings will be held on other parts
of the bill later in the session.

The substance of title IV of S. 2049, has
been introduced as an amendment by
Senator Percy to 8. 1541, the Congres-
sional Budgetary Procedures Act, which
legislation is to be considered by the full
Government Operations Committee after
the August recess.

It is my hope that this hearing will
provide essential background both as to
title IV of S. 2049, and the Percy amend-
ment.

Witnesses, tentatively scheduled, will
include Senator CrarLEs H. PErRCY, Hon.
Elmer Staats, the Comptroller General,
and representatives from the executive
branch.

Any persons wishing to make known
their views on this title IV of S. 2049,
should communicate with the clerk of the
Subcommittee on Budgeting, Manage-
ment, and Expenditures, room 161, Rus-
sell Senate Office Building, 225-1474.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

CHARGES AGAINST WATERGATE
COMMITTEE'S CHIEF INVESTIGA-
TOR

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I along
with 21 of my distinguished colleagues,
sent a letter to Senator Sam ERrvIN,
chairman of the Select Committee on
Presidential Campaign Activities. The
letter was prompted by the disclosure on
Tuesday by Mr. George Bush of three
affidavits alleging that Mr. Carmine Bel-
lino, chief investigator of the committee,
was deeply involved in illegal or unethical
conduct against President Nixon in the
1960 Presidential race. Considering the
seriousness of these charges, we requested
that the committee grant Mr. Bellino a
leave of absence and conduct an in-depth
investigation into these grave charges.

It is our desire that all activities and
proceedings of the select committee be
beyond reproach.

Mr. President, in a spirit of bipartisan-
ship, the Senate passed the resolution es-
tablishing the Watergate Committee by
a vote of 77 to 0. Considering the gravity
of these new charges, I trust that Sen-
ator Ervin will respond to this request in
that same spirit.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that our letter and the attachments
be printed in full in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the letter
and attachments were ordered to be
printed in the Recorbp, as follows:

U.8. SENATE,
Washington, D.C. Ju!y 27, 1973.
Hon. SAM ERVIN,
Chatrman, Select Committee on Presidential
Campaign Activities, Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR ERvIN: On Tuesday, July 24,
Mr. George Bush, Chalrman of the Republican
Natlonal Committee released three sworn af-
fidavits makmg serious cha.rges aga.!nst Mr.
Carmen Bellino, Chief Investigator of the SBe-
lect Committee on Presidential Campaign
Actlvities,
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Among other things, the affadavits allege
that Mr. Bellino was deeply involved in il-
legal bugging of the Presidential Campaign
of President Nixon in 1960.

Considering the nature of the current in-
vestigation by the Select Committee, and the
position of Mr. Bellino, it would seem prudent
to conduct an immediate investigation and
to grant leave to Mr. Bellino pending resolu-
tion of these grave charges. To do otherwise
could put a taint on any work or investiga-
tion produced by Mr. Bellino for the Select
Committee.

It is important that the proceedings of
the Select Committee be free from any sug-
gestion of wrongdoing. We hope you will see
fit to investigate these allegations and thereby
restore confidence in the proceedings. At-
tached are coples of the afidavits for your
information.

Sincerely,

Dewey F. Bartlett, Hugh Scott, Jesse
Helms, Paul Fannin, Robert P. Griffin,
Robert Taft, Willlam Roth, James Mec-
Clure, Clifford P. Hansen, Strom Thur-
mond, Marlow Cook, Charles Percy,
William Scott, Blll Brock, John Tower,
Wallace Bennett, James Buckley,
Roman Hruska, Barry Goldwater, Bob
Packwood, Hiram L. Fong, Pete Dome-
nici, U.S. Senators.

STATEMENT BY HONORABLE GEORGE BUSH,
CHAIRMAN, REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMIT-
TEE

A few weeks ago information came to my
attention that led me to belleve that the
Republican National Committee and certain
Republican Party and Presidential campaign
officials had been spied upon during the 1960
Presidential campalgn.

Purther there was a strong indication that
the spying included the use of electronic de-
vices and possibly even electronic surveillance
of the hotel space in which then Vice Presl-
dent Nixon prepared for his television de-
bates with then Senator John F. Eennedy.

Further there was strong indication, and
I have no doubt in my own mind that such
was the case, that this spying and surveil-
lance had been ordered by a key alde of the
Eennedy campalgn manager.

I retained counsel for the purpose of in-
vestigating and analyzing the information
in order that, to the limited extent facts
can be gathered without legal or court proc-
ess, I might know whether there was sub-
stance to such allegations or whether they
were simply unfounded rumors.

I am now convinced that there is, In fact,
substance to the allegations, for I have been
given three affidavits sworn to under oath
together with other investigative and ana-
lytical material which provide that substance.

The Republican National Committee and
key officials of the Committee and of the 1960
Presidential campalgn were indeed under
surveillance and spled upon. This surveillance
and spying was for the purpose of watching
the movements specifically of one employee
of the Republican National Committee, Mr.
Ab Hermann, who had important dutles in
the 1960 Nixon campaign. Mr. Hermann was
not aware he was belng watched. One of the
sworn statements by one individual alleges
that it was that person's clear impression
that electronic surveillance against Richard
Nizon “wrapped up” the debates for then
Senator Eennedy.

A second affidavit by a former Inspector of
Police of the Metropolitan Police Department
of the District of Columbia states that he
was approached on behalf of this same man
to assist In gaining access and entry to cer-
taln suites at the then Wardman Park Hotel
for the purpose of installing electronic eaves-
dropping devices In those suites.
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The man, who according to these affidavits
ordered and directed the spying of these Re-
publicans, 1s the Chief Investigator of the
Senate Watergate Committee, Carmine 8.
Bellino.

I have never met the people who executed
these sworn affidavits, but I do have the
sworn affidavits, I had planned to release
this information at a news conference on
July 14, 1973, but one of the men who signed
an afidavit, Mr. John Leon, died the previous
day. In deference to his widow and family,
I cancelled the news conference on July 14.

I cannot and do not vouch for the veracity
of the statements contained in the affidavits,
but I do belleve that this matter is serious
enough to concern the Senate Watergate
Committee, and particularly since its Chief
Investigator is the subject of the charges
contained in the affidavits. If these charges
are true, a taint would most certailnly be
attached to some of the Committee’s work.

Some will say in releasing this information
that I am trylng to justify Watergate. That
slmply 1= not true.

I have deplored Watergate openly and pub-
licly. I have felt troubled by it and, indeed,
sickened by it. I have urged that the matter
be promptly resolved by full disclosure. I
have urged the prompt calling of all material
witnesses.

It is not my intention to be saying, “Oh,
everyone does this stuff in politics, so forget
Watergate.” It is my intention to say that
elementary falrness requires that some bal-
ance prevall, that serious violations of the
public trust have gone on prior to Watergate
and that it is a gross distortion to micro-
scopically analyze one campaign and totally
ignore what others have done in other
campaigns.

I have been seriously concerned at the
fervor of attention, at the distortion of per-
spective on all of this. There was corruption.
No honest Republican would deny it. Every
honest Republican deplores it. In fact, every
honest Republican hates it.

But now I have presented some serious
allegations that if true could well have af-
fected the outcome of the 1860 Presidential
race. The Nixon-Eennedy election was a real
cliff-hanger, and the debates bore heavily
on the outcome of the people’s decision.

If the recollections and impressions con-
talned in these affidavits are true and at-
tempts were made to bug Richard Nixon's
hotel suite before the debates to affect their
outcome, then the public should know about
it.

It also seems important to me, and I be-
leve to any fair-minded person given the
sensationalism of Watergate and the vitriolic
commentary by some that is being unloaded
on the 1972 Nixon campaign and in some
quarters on the President himself, that the
public realize that the Democrats did, in
fact, according to all three afiidavits in my
possession, spy on an official of the Republi-
can National Committee and that they ap-
proached an Inspector of the D.C. Metropoli-
tan Police Department to gain his cooperation
in bugging Republican rooms at the then
Wardman Park Hotel.

Fair play dictates that the United States
immediately conduct an Investigation into
the charges contained in the attached affi-
davits. It seems to me in failrness that this
investigation be conducted before the tele-
vision cameras with appropriate parties un-
der oath.

To the extent that any of the allegations
contalned in the affidavits are true, it is my
fervent hope that they will aid this Com-=-
mittee in its quest for legislative answers
to ending once and for all illegal, unlawful,
corrupt and detestible campaign activities
conducted by one camp against the other.

One final point. The justification for the
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Committee’s existence is to design legislation
to end the kind of activity that is alleged
to have occurred, both in 1960 and 1972, and
possibly even in other campaigns in other
years and for other federal offices. Thus I
urge the Senate Watergate Committee to
begin immediately to draft appropriate legis-
lation that will forever clearly make such
activity unlawful and to that end I offer
my services and the services of the Repub-
lican National Committee. I call upon my
counterpart, Mr. Strauss and the Democrat
National Committee, to do likewise for this
issue transcends even the most remote par-
tisan consideration. It has been said before
by others but I believe worth repeating that
the very confidence of a people in its gov-
ernment is directly proportionate to their
confidence in their nation’s electoral process.
This is a matter not to be trifled with, but
one which cries out for the immediate atten-
tion of the Senate Watergate Committee, the
Congress, the President and all Americans.

AFFIDAVIT

John W. Leon, 526 Dupont Circle Building,
‘Washington, D.C. being duly sworn, volun-
tarily deposes and says:

1. I am a licensed investigator doing busi-
ness in the District of Columbia and Mary-
land under the agency named Allled Investi-
gating Services with offices in the Dupont
Circle Building, Washington, D.C. This has
been my profession for more than fifteen
years,

2. I have known Carmine S. Bellino, Chief
Investigator, Senate-select Watergate Com-
mittee for more than twenty years.

3. During the 1960 Presidential Campaign,
John F. Eennedy versus Richard M. Nixon,
I was retalned by Carmine Bellino to infil-
trate the operations of Mr. Albert B. “Ab"”
Hermann, then and now an official of the
Republican National Committee. Following
an unsuccessful attempt to penetrate the
office operations of the Republican Natlonal
Committee, I was instructed by Carmine Bel-
lino, to place “Ab" Hermann under physical
surveillance, and to observe the activitles of
and visitors to Mr. Hermann's office, utilizing
fleld glasses from my office, & nearby vantage
point. Additionally I attempted to pick up
conversation in Mr. Hermann's office, utiliz-
ing an electronic device known as “the big
ear”, almed at Mr. Hermann’s window from
a nearby vantage point. This activity took
place for flve or six days in September or
October, 1960. The results of my efforts were
reported to Mr. Carmine Belllno who was
assisting Robert F. Kennedy during the Pres-
idential Campaign.

4. During the 1960 Presidential Campaign
Carmine Bellino also directed Washington,
D.C. investigators John Joseph Frank, Oliver
W. Angelone, and Ed Jones in efforts to de-
velop information concerning the Nixon ac-
tivities and strategy. Messrs. Frank and
Jones assisted me in surveillances of Ab
Herman on two or three nights each.

5. The services of Ed Jones during sur-
velllances of Ab Hermann were made avail-
able to me by Carmine Bellino, who in-
structed Ed Jones to meet me in the vicinity
of Mr. Hermann’s Republican National Com-
mittee office. During hours of conversation
with me Mr. Jones described himself as “the
world's greatest wiretapper” and told me that
he had successfully tapped the telephones of
James Hoffa, former Teamsters’ Union Presi-
dent, acting under the direction of Carmine
Belllno for Robert F. Kennedy. According to
Ed Jones, Mr. Hoffa's telephones had been
tapped in Tampa, Florida.

6. During long conversations with me Ed
Jones stated that he had tapped the tele-
phones of three ministers In the Mayflower
Hotel in the fall of 1960. According to Jones,
Carmine Bellino suspected that these min-
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isters were responsible for some of the anti-
Catholic, anti-Kennedy literature that was
distributed during the 1960 campaign. Ed
Jones told me he could not spend much time
with me on surveillance because he had sev-
eral good wiretaps going for Bellino.

7. On the morning following the Kennedy-
Nixon television debate (a crucial factor in
the election) John Frank, Oliver W. Agne-
lone, and a third investigator whose name
I cannot recall were discussing the debate In
the office adjacent to mine in the Dupont
Circle bullding. There was agreement that
Mr. Eennedy was extremely well prepared for
points ralsed by Mr. Nixon—that he “had the
debate all wrapped up”. Oliver Angelone re-
marked “Jonesy really did his job well this
time.” Although I did not participate in in-
stallatlon of eavesdropping devices and did
not tap telephone lines for Carmine Bellino
during the 1960 campaign, I am confident
that Ed Jones and Oliver Angelone success-
fully bugged the Nixon space or tapped his
phones prior to the television debate.

8. Carmine Bellino has served on the staff
of several U.S. Senate Committees and has
been closely identified with Senators Robert
F. and Edward Eennedy, Prior to the Water-
gate inguiry, Mr. Bellino served as Chief In-
vestigator, U.S. Subcommittee on Adminis-
trative Practice and Procedures, chalred by
Benator Edward Eennedy.

9. During the late 1950s and early 1960s
Oliver W. Angelone was a successful private
investigator in the Washington, D.C. area.
He had many contracts, had several good-
paying clients, possessed sophisticated bug-
ging and wire-tapping equipment, and had
the nerve needed to tackle eavesdropping ac-
tivity. He also had master keys to hotels in
‘Washington, D.C. including the Carlton and
Mayfiower. Mr. Angelone is currently em-
ployed as an investigator, General Services
Administration in New York City.

10. Ed Jones served on the Senate Labor-
Racketeering Committee staff headed by
Chief Counsel Robert F. Kennedy.

11. John Joseph Frank, Oliver W. Angelone,
and I were indicted in the Washington, D.C.
eavesdropping matter at the Mayflower Hotel
in 1962 involving El Paso Gas Co, and Ten-
nessee Gas Co. This case received wide pub-
licity in the news media during the period
1962-1964.

Dated at Washington, D.C. this 8th day
of June, 1873,

JoEN W. LEON,

AFFIDAVIT

Joseph Shimon, being duly sworn de-
poses and voluntarily states:

I have been a private investigator in the
‘Washington, D.C. area for more than ten
years. Prior to 1962 I served on the Metro-
politan Police Force and in 1960 was an In-
spector in that De nt.

In late summer or early fall, 1960, I was
approached by Oliver W. “Bill"” Angelone, a
private investigator, with offices on Jefferson
Place, Washington, D.C, We had lunch at
Billy Martin's Restaurant and after lunch
conferred in Mr. Angelone's office.

Mr. Angelone explained to me that he was
doing some work for Carmine 8. Bellino, who
was supervising investigative activity for the
John F, Eennedy Presidential Campaign
Committee. Mr. Angelone sald that Repub-
licans campaigning for Richard M. Nixon
planned to occupy the top two floors of the
Wardman Park Hotel and that he (Angelone)
planned to install eavesdropping devices in
that space.

Bince Angelone was aware that I had sev-
eral contacts with the security personnel at
the Wardman Park Hotel he solicited my as-
sistance to galn access to the top two floors
at the hotel. He suggested that keys to the
space be obtained and the securlty force be
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“taken care of'. Additionally Mr. Angelone
requested that I participate as a member of
the “bugging” team to accomplish the in-
s;;:;lation of electronic eavesdropping de-
vices,

After considerable discussion of the pro-
posed bugging activity I declined Mr. Ange-
lone's offer because I did not desire to jeop-
ardize my status in the Metropolitan Police
Department.

During the 1960 Presidential Campalgn I
was aware that Bill Angelone, John Joseph
Frank, John Leon, and Ed Jones were en-
gaged In Investigative work for Carmine S.
Bellino and the Kennedy Campaign Com-
mittee, but I did not participate in their
activities.

JOSEPH SHIMON.

AFFIDAVIT

Edward Murray Jones, being duly sworn
deposes and voluntarily states:

I am 67 years of age and reside in the Phil-
ippine Islands.

Prior to 19656 I was employed in investiga-
tive work for more than 15 years.

During the 1860 Presidential Campaign I
was employed by the John F. Kennedy Cam-
palgn Committee for three or four months.
During this period I was generally supervised
by Mr. Carmine Bellino, My assignments were
in the area of background checks, political
research, and checking security of space and
communications of Democrat facllities.

At no time during the 1960 Campalgn did
I participate in or have knowledge of tele-
phone tapping activity or utilization of any
electronic eavesdropping devices against Re-
publican Party officlals.

It is my recollection that I did participate
in two surveillance efforts prior to the 1960
Presidential election. Although I could not
identify the subjects of these surveillances,
I assume they were. Republican officlals or
supporters, Two or three teams and cars were
used in the surveillances and other mem-
bers of the team had the responsibility of
identification of the subject. I recall that
Carmine Bellino was present on one or both
surveillances,

One of the surveillances was at Natlonal
Airport, Washington, D.C., where we attempt-
ed to pick up an individual coming to Wash-
ington. The other surveillance effort involved
an individual with offices in the vieinity of
19th and M Streets, NW., Washington, D.C.

Dated at Washington, D.C., this 6th day
of July, 1873.

EpwARD MURRAY JONES.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp an
editorial published in the Philadelphia
Inquirer on July 28, 1973, entitled “It
May Be a Red Herring But—"

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

IT May BE o ReEp HERRING BUT . . .

Although they have the earmarks of a red
herring to divert attentlion from the Water-
gate scandals, the serious allegations of Re-
publican National Committee Chairman
George Bush should be investigated by Con-
gress and the Justice Department.

He has made public three affidavits sug-
gesing that Richard M, Nixon, in his first try
for the Presidency in 1960, was the target of
survelllance operations by Democrats. It is
alleged that an attempt was made to bug a
hotel room where Mr. Nixon was preparing
for one of his televised debates with John F.
EKennedy.

Other statements in the affidavits charge
that attempts were made to tap telephones
used by Mr., Nixon during the 1960 campaign
and that electronic listening devices were
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used ““to infiltrate the operations of his cam-
paign organization.

Two of the afidavits alleged, moreover,
that Carmine 8. Bellino, who is now chief in-
vestigator for the Senate Watergate Commit-
tee and was a campaign worker for Mr, Een-
nedy in the 1860 campalgn, tried to recruit
persons to bug Mr. Nixon's hotel room. Mr.
Bellino promptly denounced the charges as
“absolutely false."

Mr. Bush deflated the impact of the charges
by conceding at the outset “I cannot and do
not vouch for the veracity of the statements
contained in the affidavits.” But the Republi~
can chalrman wants an investigation of the
charges in the interests of “fair play,” and
that's fair enough. No doubt if the situation
were reversed—if it were alleged that work-
ers for Mr. Nixon had attempted to bug the
hotel room of Mr. Kennedy—there would be
clamor for a full investigation, and properly

80.

Although the committee headed by Sen.
Ervin is restricted to investigation of matters
relating to the 1972 campaign—Senate Re-
publicans having failed in a move to broaden
its authority to include earlier campaigns—
there no doubt are other committees of Con-
gress that could initiate an inquiry. Perhaps
the first to be questioned should be Mr.
Bush.

Meanwhile there should be no sidetracking
of the Ervin committee's efforts to learn the
whole truth about Watergate and all its
sordid ramifications, Whatever did or did not
happen in 1960, it could provide no justifica-
tion for the misuse of White House authority
and violations of the law relative to re-
election of the President in 1972.

TWENTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
%L BUSINESS ADMINISTRA-

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, July 30
marks the 20th anniversary of the Small
Business Administration and, as chair-
man of the Select Committee on Small
Business, I would like to observe this oc-
casion with some comments.

Anniversaries are a time for recollec-
tions. If one thing stands out in looking
back over the last 20 years, it is the ra-
pidity of change in America.

It is thus quite useful and appropriate
to remember where we have come from
in the small business field, as one possi-
ble guide to an uncertain future.

Therefore, it is appropriate that a na-
tional salute to American small business-
men, present and past, is being held to-
day at the Dwight D. Eisenhower Presi-
dential Center and Library at Abilene,
Kans,, with the anticipated attendance
of hundreds of government, business, and
banking leaders.

As SBA Administrator Thomas 8.
Kleppe said so very well in his scheduled
remarks at Abilene today:

We offer & richly deserved national salute
to the men and women who toll daily in more
than eight million small businesses across
the land . . . it is not within our power to
express adequately our gratitude for the
numerocus unheralded contributions they

(small businessmen) have made to the na-
tion's economic strength.

Mr. President, the beginning of inter-
est in “small business” as a separate,
identifiable segment of the American
economy began in 1940 and 1941. The
Commerce Department set up a “small
business unit"” at that time. Congress es-
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tablished, in both the Senate and the
House, temporary committees on small
business and also created the Small War
Plants Administration to assure that a
fair proportion of World War II con-
tracts were available to smaller firms.

A decade later in 1951, Congress re-
peated this pattern of action. It made
the Senate Small Business Committee
permanent and created the Small De-
fense Plants Administration to assist
small firms with Government contract
opportunities arising out of the EKorean
war.

In 1953 the enactment of the Small
Business Act merged this Government
contracting function of the SDPA and
the authority for Government loans—
pioneered in New Deal days by the Re-
construction Finance Corporation—and
gave the resulting agency the new name
of the Small Business Administration.

However, Congress had something
more in mind than helping small firms
in raising capital and in doing business
with the Federal Government. The de-
bate at that time clearly reflects recog-
nition of the special problems of new,
small, and independent business firms
in an economy which was growing ever
more complex.

Congress deliberately made SBA an
independent unit of the Government
with its Administrator reporting directly
to the President. The Congress felt that
this would strengthen the Administra-
tor's position as a spokesman for the 972
percent of U.S. enterprises which are
small business and which, because of
their diversity and size, are underrepre-
senfed in the councils of Government.

Congress provided SBA with specific
powers and duties to assist new small
businegses with their management and
technical problems. Also, through the
years SBA became the major U.S. agency
providing loans to those damaged by
flood, storm, or other physical disasters.

In 1958 Congress further broadened
the financing responsibilities of SBA
with the passage of the Small Business
Investment Act. This resulted in the cre-
ation of some 300 private corporations
which are now furnishing venture capital
to new small firms. This activity has also
put SBA in a position to monitor the
most vital trends in the growth of free
enterprise in our Nation. This history,
I feel, contains many lessons for us today.

It is worthy of note, I believe, that
the executive branch and the Congress
cooperated closely in the creation of our
basic small business laws and institu-
tions. President Dwight Eisenhower ap-
proved and signed both the Small Busi-
ness Act and the Small Business Invest-
ment Act, as his predecessors, Harry 8S.
Truman and Franklin D. Roosevelt, had
signed the legislation setting up the
SDPA and SWPA.

Major initiatives in the creation of
SBA in nurturing and protecting it over
the years and in perfecting the legisla-
tive framework have come from the Con-
gress. We should recall with thanks the
work of such distinguished economic
statesmen as Senator JoEN SPARKMAN of
Alabama; Senator Lyndon B. Johnson,
of Texas; Senator HuserT H. HUMPHREY,
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of Minnesota; Senator RusseLL Long, of
Louisiana; Senator George Smathers of
Florida; Senators John Kennedy and
Leverett Saltonstall of Massachusetts;
Senator Jacos Javirs of New York; and
Senator BArRry GOLDWATER, of Arizona.

There have been triumphs of SBA over
the past 20 years, and many of them were
associated with the labor of such gifted
Administrators as Wendell Barnes, John
Horne, Eugene Foley, Robert Mott,
Howard Samuels, and Thomas Kleppe.

However, I believe that in a larger per-
spective the achievements of SBA were
possible because of cooperation between
the legislative and executive branches of
Government, and because men from dif-
ferent parts of the country and different
schools of thought united their efforts
in devotion to small business and to the
free enterprise system as it has evolved
in this country.

The Small Business Administration
during its 20 years of existence has made
dramatic contributions to the nation’s
economic growth. Since SBA’s inception
in 1953, our nation's small businesses
have grown from 4.2 million to over 8
million strong. They account for 43 per-
cent of our gross national product and
prgvlde over 50 percent of the country’s
jobs.

During its 20 years of existence, SBA
has helped provide more than $13 billion
in eredit and equity financing.

Last year, SBA made over 200,000 dis-
aster loans to victims of natural catas-
trophes, totaling almost $1.5 billion com-
pared with 200 for $1.3 million during
its first fiscal year. In 1953 the small
business share of Federal procurement
amounted to about $3.5 billion. In fiscal
year 1973, it was over $12.5 billion.

It is part of our folklore that nearly
every American business started as a
new small business, and that the growth
of these firms fueled the greatest eco-
nomic miracle in the annals of mankind.

But the SBA and small business also
have a psychological value. They stand
for the American dream, that a man
should be able to own his own business
and make it prosper through his inge-
nuity and hard work for the benefit of
himself, his family, and the public.

Perhaps this is the most important role
of small business. It is a powerful beacon
to the energies of men and women, and
we dare not let this light be extinguished!
As Senator SPARKMAN, a long-time chair-
man of the Small Business Committee,
recently said:

I think the country will run into serious
trouble in the years ahead in attempting to
solve its domestic and international prob-

lems. . . . if we allow present small business
difficulties to remain unsolved,

In the past several decades, during
which there has been interest in small
business, the speed of change in America
has been breathtaking, and many new
problems have been created for smaller
firms.

Technology has probably been the most
visible expression of this change. In the
early 1940’s, we were impressed by air-
planes which could travel 350 miles per
hour. Long ago, air flight soared past the
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sound barrier. Now, it is almost common-
place that spacecraft travel to and from
the moon—a round trip of nearly one-
half million miles at speeds of thousands
of miles per hour. Technology changes
have had a major impact on small busi-
nesses and upon the structure of the
business world.

Our economy has probably changed
just as fast and as profoundly as tech-
nology. The changes are usually less per-
ceptible and more difficult to cop with.
However, recently we have experienced a
system of direct controls which have very
immediate effects on the economy and
small business.

Our attitudes and priorities as a peo-
ple had also been shifting. For example,
the airplane ran into what might be
called “an environmental barrier” when
the Congress refused to authorize con-
struction of a supersonic commercial air
transport. Every year now brings new
legislation, upgrading the standards of
our air, water, or agricultural or in-
dustrial products.

The laws and regulations have prolif-
erated to the extent where the weight
of the tax system, of paperwork, and of
multigovernment regulations must con-
stantly be reexamined and made fairer
to the smaller business. In fact, the entire
role of the Government in American life
has been opened to the most penetrating
questions.

Crime has become a significant hand-
icap to commerce and to its existence in
some areas.

In this atmosphere of change and flux,
it seems to me that we must apply all our
combined reason and vigor to assure the
relevance of SBA today and in the next 20
years.

New and small firms will still need
financial and management assistance,
probably even more so. The changes in
American life which are all around us
can mean either opportunity or dificulty
for our small business community, de-
pending on what is done or not done
about them by men in positions of re-
sponsibility. I believe we must give a
great deal of attention to the survival of
new and small independent businesses as
part of our way of life. We must try to
look ahead to be sure that small busi-
ness—with all its material and psycho-
logical benefits—Iis a partner in progress,
rather than its unintended victim.

If this sounds like an agenda for hard
labor rather than the usual catalog of
praise on such an occasion, it is because
of my feeling that we cannot afford to
rest on our laurels. SBA is the principal
agency of the Federal Government de-
voted to small business, and its conduct
will have much to do about the number
and strength of small independent firms
20 years from now. The preservation of
small business, it seems to me, will be the
context in which the performance of SBA
should be judged. I hope that this per-
formance will be equal to the promise
held out for SBA by the pioneers of small
business, who I believe history will record
held a'shining vision of this country and
free enterprise.

I congratulate the S1 \on the achieve-
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ment of its 20th anniversary and wish
it well in its difficult missions.

EXPORT CONTROLS

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, this coun-
try is experiencing a dislocation in farm
production, largely caused by crop fail-
ures elsewhere in the world. This situa-
tion resulted in the imposition of tempo-
rary export controls by the Commerce
Department on June 27. An immediate
embargo was placed on the export of
soybeans and coftonseeds and their by-
products to forestall domestic shortages
of meat, poultry, and milk supplies.

In light of our being placed in the
position of carrying the burden of crop
failures around the world, I was dis-
mayed when I learned of the attitude
of two of our large trading partners. It
has been reported that bitter complaints
were expressed over the imposition of
the controls. The controls have been
labeled “an act of treachery” by a Japa-
nese spokesman, and a French leader
called the controls an “aggresssive act.”
Further, it was reported that President
Pompidou declared that it was “unthink-
and unimaginable” for France to heavily
rely on foreign producers for protein
supplies. Even in this counfry, critics
such as the former Ambassador to Japan,
Edwin Reischauer, said it was “absolute
folly”’ that Japan did not receive special
consideration in regard to soybean ex-

ports,

Mr. President, let us put this criticism
in proper perspective. It is interesting
to note that for several years now the
European Economic Community has

been complaining about soybean imports,
which amount to 60 percent of all our
exports of that farm product. It is ironic
that the same voices and farm pressure
groups complaining about export con-
trols have likewise been urging the EEC
to place a tariff on the import of soy-

beans. Since they have eflfectively
achieved their objectives of limiting the
import of soybeans, it is difficult for me to
be sympathetic to the latest outbursts.

Now let us see why this country has
been able to export around 40 percent of
our soybean production. Those why buy
our soybeans do so because we grow 75
percent of the world’s production and our
shipments constitute 90 perecent of all
exports. Thus, our trading partners are
not being altruistic when they accept
our soybeans without quota or tariff.
They are doing so because we offer a de-
pendable, quality supply of a much-
needed product.

Soybeans need a scarce combination
of winter daylight, modest temperatures,
good soil, and plentiful moisture., Thus,
soybeans are grown only in China, Brazil,
and the American Midwest. Our trading
partners are left with one reliable source
of supply.

Mr. President, we are not only growing
substantial amounts of soybeans—pro-
duction is expected to be up 24 percent—
but have the potential for vast new acre-
ages that could be used for that product
if necessary. The agricultural acreage
set-aside program has released 13.5 mil-
lion acres for feed grains including soy-
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beans, and another 20 million unused but
fertile acres are available. This country
has spent billions of dollars to take land
out of production and this year it is
spending vast sums to put 25 million
acres back into production.

In addition, it is estimated that 70 per-
cent of current corn acreage is inter-
changeable with soybeans whenever the
bean price reaches approximately three
times the price of corn.

Mr. President, if our trading partners
are well aware of the foregoing facts, why
would they call for a tariff on soybean
imports? There are several reasons for
this action:

First, certain European farmers grow
rapeseed which is a competitor of the
soybean, although of lesser protein con-
tent, and if the soybean imorts were re-
stricted, the acreage of rapeseed could
be expanded;

Second, an EEC member would like to
have vegetable oils from its former
African territories sold in Europe on
equal terms with soybean oil. At the pres-
ent time, most soybeans are crushed into
oil upon import while most tropical beans
are crushed prior to export so the de-
veloping countries suffer from the tariffs
on oils; and

Third, soybean meal is displacing tradi-
tional European feedstuffs and addi-
tional land has been converted to wheat
production with high artificial support
prices.

Mr. President, perhaps the expressed
desire to seek other sources of protein is
merely a device to limit certain agricul-
tural imports into the EEC, While over-
all U,S. farm exports, including soy-
beans, to the EEC have risen since its
formation, exports on which a variable
levy is maintained have substantially
declined. For example, U.8. exports of
these agricultural products declined from
$529 million in 1967 to $448 million in
1971.

There is no question of our long-term
ability or will to supply agricultural sup-
plies to our trading partners. We are fac-
ing a short-term distortion whereby the
United States has wound up carrying the
crop failures around the world. At the
present, we are having a temporary prob-
lem in compensating fully for production
setbacks in other countries.

Faced with the difficult and complex
negotiations that lie ahead in the trade
area and the problems inherent in any
attempt to reform the international
monetary system, it is difficult for me to
understand the level of criticism at this
point in time over the embargo on cer-
tain agricultural products. Unless, Mr.
President, the criticism is made with
other motives in mind.

Mr. President, I would like to respond
to our trading partners by offering three
suggestions:

First, as they are assured of a quality
supply of U.S. agricultural products, they
should eliminate the inconsistent state-
ments regarding increased tariffs on one
hand and complaints of export controls
on the other;

Second, they should open their market
to all agricultural products by the elimi-
nation of quotas, modification of the
Common Agricultural Policy, and appli-
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cation of the most-favored-nation treat-
ment to American citrus; and

Third, they should guarantee a stable
access to their markets for our agri-
cultural products which will enable the
American farmer to quickly produce a
quality product at a reasonable price.

THE FOREST SERVICE

Mr. McINTYRE, Mr. President, I am
deeply concerned by reports that the ad-
ministration is narrowing the focus of
the U.S. Forest Service.

I can appreciate the fact that rising
demand for timber products and the eco-
nomic importance of increased lumber
and plywood production poses a great
temptation to “unilateralize” forest use
by maximizing timber cutting and sales.

But in my judgment this is a serious
mistake, Mr. President, and we will be
paying tomorrow for our shortsighted
expedience today.

Not only are we told by the Forest
Service that it is already far behind
schedule in replanting forests, leading to
the conclusion that replanting will fall
even farther behind if harvesting is, in-
deed, accelerated, but we are also told by
conservationists that the 11.8 billion
board feet now slated to be sold off in
fiscal 1973 and fiscal 1974 is more than
can be safely cut.

But beyond these related problems lies
the central folly of abandoning the his-
toric multiple-use concept of national
forest management.

The national forests of New England,
for example, were established to provide
protection of mountain watersheds and
timberlands and encompass two-thirds of
all New England peaks above 4,000 feet
elevation. These forests also provide pro-
tective habitat for wildlife, game birds,
and songbirds.

The Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act
of 1960 confirmed and underscored the
longstanding Forest Service policy of
administering national forests for out-
door recreation, range, watershed, fish
and wildlife enhancement as well as tim-
ber production. With 60 million Ameri-
cans living within a day’s drive of these
New England national forests, it is im-
perative that these lands be administered
for the recreation and enjoyment of this
and future generations as well as for
production.

As detailed in the “Guide for Managing
the National Forests of New England,” a
major objective is the development of
high standards of management to protect
and improve land and resource produc-
tivity, including the proseription that not
more than 25 percent of any one water-
shed can be harvested by clearcutting
techniques over a 10-year cycle.

Mr. President, I am proud that we have
a new Forest Service laboratory in Dur-
ham, N.H., to help develop those high
standards of forest management. One of
its goals is the development of new high
yield timber productivity which would
lessen reliance on clearcutting, a prac-
tice which provides immediate rewards
but exacts its toll over a period of years.

I welcome these efforts by the Forest
Service to increase timber production to
meet the rise in demand when they are
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carried out within the overall confines of
proper managerial standards, just as I
continue to look for leadership from the
Forest Service in maintaining a balanced
use of these precious lands and a con-
trolled interaction between all those in-
terested in quality planning for the na-
tional forests.

Mr. President, to free the Forest Serv-
ice to provide that leadership, I would
urge the Agriculture Committee to begin
an immediate investigation of a report
titled “Financial Planning Advice.” This
85-page report, which reportedly reflects
the White House Office of Management
and Budget's wishes, has been sent to
U.S. Forest Service field offices around
the country.

This report states that—

Planning for new recreation projects will
not be done in fiscal year 1974.

And that—

Recreation operation and maintenance
costs will be reduced by glving consideration
to closing up to B0 percent of facllitles for
which the standard level of operation and
maintenance is estimated to cost more than
$3 per visitor-day for campground and §6
per visitor-day for picnie, boating and swim-
ming sites.

Such directives, if carried out, would
not only frustrate the growing wishes of
more and more Americans to avail them-
selves of the beauty, the tranquillity and
the restorative powers of the national
forests, it would dangerously subvert the
historic prineciple of multiple use of those
great forest lands.

NO BEEF IN THE GROCERY STORES

Mr. BEALL., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a statement
prepared by Senator Brock relating to
the beef shortage be printed at this
point in the REcorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BROCK

Mr, President, the August recess is almost
upon us, and most Senators and Congress-
men will be returning to thelr home areas to
face what I am now certain will be a posi-
tively irate constituency.

What will you say to them when they ask
why there is no beef in the grocery stores?
How can you possibly explain away the
responsibility each one bears for this incred-
ible situation?

Oh, we can set up straw men and blame
it all on them. Blame it on the farmer.
Blame it on the the meatpacker. Blame it on
the grocer. Blame it on the Administration.
There is plenty of blame to go around.

But the people can't eat blame, and they
will have little sympathy for politicians who
cop & plea saying, “I didn't have anything
to do with it.”

Mr. President, the time has come—It is, in
fact long overdue, to bite the bullet. The
time has come to tell the American people
the facts.

It is now clear that within a matter of two
or three weeks In some communities a
housewife, a United States Senator, or the
richest man in America may not be able to
walk into his local supermarket and buy
beef.

The Spencer Foods Company, a large Iowa
meatpacker, shut down operations earlier
this week. The Armour plant in Brownsville,
Texas 1is shutting down its slaughtering
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operations today. These represent but the
tip of an iceberg. Wholesalers, supermarkets
and restaurants have no idea where they are
going to get meat once thelir present inven-
tories are used up, and that 1s only a matter
of days in some areas,

Meanwhile, the beef shortage will work its
inevitable anguish on the price of other
meats. Pork, lamb and chicken prices are al-
ready starting to skyrocket out of the reach
of many families.

Certalnly a return to freer markets will re-
quire hardship. It would be demogoglc to
argue otherwise. Yet the price we would pay
in the short term is far less than that yet to
come if we refuse to do what is right today.
By facing our adversity squarely, we can
come to grips with the issue and resolve it
by increasing supplies. On the other hand,
continued reliance upon politically expe-
dient, and economically devastating, controls
can only lead to higher prices and shortages,

This is the harvest we are reaping for our
ill-advised venture into economic controls
two years ago, coupled with Congress' re-
fusal to use that time for more basic reme-
dies. In 1971 the Administration, in response
to pressures, international and domestic,
started the American people on their jour-
ney through the Phases.

I will not duck the issue, for I, too, accepted
the unacceptable. I sald, “reluctantly,’” but
this is not time for quibbling about seman-
tics. We have now reached the danger point,
and we need to know why.

These controls were obvlously intended to
stop infiation. It's regrettable no one was able
to apply them to a spend-thrift Congress.
Look at the record—just in the past few days
and weeks.

Both House and Senate have voted for
spending ceilings. Both House and Senate
have voted for bills which far exceeded the
Budget. Both House and Senate have voted
to force the President to spend every dime
Congress Appropriates. Now who's kidding
whom. You can't cut spending and increase
it at the same time.

Congress must accept its share of the re-
sponsibility to control inflation. The first step
would be to pass meaningful budget con-
trol legislation, and live with it.

In so many words, let's put controls on
government excesses, where they are really
needed, rather than on the working people
of America where we already have too many
limitations on productivity.

Of these, I've had enough. I've had enough
of “fine tuning,” or more properly stated,
flagrant meddling. We must get back to the
American way of doing business, to the natu-
ral law of supply and demand. We must re-
institute the free market economy, and yes-
terday isn't soon enough.

The “fine tuning” metaphor is a nice one.
The picture gets a little fuzzy, so you turn
the knob, and the sound fades out. Then
you turn it back and there's the fuzziness
again. Back and forth you go, but it never
seems to be quite right. Maybe its time to
admit that government is a lousy farmer,
a lousy businessman, a lousy consumer.

It certainly is time to realize that you
can't tinker with a machine as complex as
the American economy without disasterous
results. Let's call off the tinkerers. No govern-
ment can equal the collective competence of
the American consumer. His ability to say
‘no’ is the only control that works in the
long term.

The free market is a magnificent economic
structure. It is resourceful, adaptable and
flexible. It is a thousand times more creative
than the government. Yet government can
wreck it, and that is just what is happening.

Let's move to Phase Zero, and do it now.
We need no more evidence than the empty
shelves in the butcher shops which are com-
ing all too soon.
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THE GOALS OF NASA

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, a decade
and a half ago, Congress passed the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Act of
1958, creating NASA and marking the
beginning of vigorous U.S. participation
in the space age.

In establishing NASA, Congress stated
eight specific objectives to be sought in
conducting the aeronautical and space
activities of the United States. These ob-
jectives stand today in section 102 of the
act, and are as follows:

First. The expansion of human knowl-
edge of phenomena in the atmosphere
and space;

Second. The improvement of the use-
fulness, performance, speed, safety, and
efficiency of aeronautical and space ve-
hicles;

Third. The development and opera-
tion of vehicles capable of carrying in-
struments, equipment, supplies, and liv-
ing organisms through space;

Fourth. The establishment of long-
range studies of the potential benefits to
be gained from, the opportunities for,
and the problems involved in the utiliza-
tion of aeronautical and space activities
for peaceful and scientific purposes;

Fifth. The preservation of the role of
the United States as a leader in aero-
nautical and space sciences and tech-
nology and in the application thereof to
the conduct of peaceful activities within
and outside the atmosphere;

Sixth. The making available to agen-
cies directly concerned with national de-
fense of discoveries that have military
value or significance, and the furnishing
by such agencies, to the civilian agency
established to direct and control non-
military aeronautical and space activi-
ties, of information as to discoveries
which have value or significance to that
agency:

Seventh. Cooperation by the United
States with other nations and groups of
nations in work done pursuant to this
act and in the peaceful application of
the results thereof; and

Eighth. The most effective utilization
of the scientific and engineering re-
sources of the United States, with close
cooperation among all interested agen-
cies of the United States in order to
avoid unnecessary duplication of effort,
facilities, and equipment.

From its earliest days, NASA has basic-
ally relied on the aerospace industry in
working toward these objectives. In the
peak funding years of the mid-1960's,
over 90 percent of the NASA budget was
spent in the private sector. Today, about
three-quarters of the funds appropriated
to NASA are expended through contracts,
;nost of them with the aerospace indus-
TY.

Thus our long-range ability to pur-
sue the goals established by the Congress
in 1958 is heavily dependent on the
strength and viability of the aerospace
industry.

In recent years we have seen rapid
change in the character and health of
that industry—for example:

Employment in U.S. aerospace indus-
tries has dropped one-third from the
peak in 1968;
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U.S. balance of payments in aerospace
products was more than $3 billion on the
positive side in 1972;

Imports of European aerospace pro-
ducts have grown 700 percent since 1958;

Declining stock market prices have
raised the possibility of mergers and out-
side control of major aerospace com-
panies; and

International alliances between Ameri-
can and foreign aerospace companies are
becoming common.

I believe that, as the 15th anniversary
of NASA approaches, it is both import-
ant and timely to assess our future cap-
abilities to meet our stated national ob-
jectives in aeronautics and space. To be-
gin this assessment, the Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences is open-
ing hearings this fall to inquire into the
state of the aerospace industry, its im-
portance in achieving the goals listed in
the NASA Act and the relevance of these
goals to our Nation's future.

In short, we want to know where we
stand today, where we want fo go, and
what is our rate of progress. The hear-
ings will focus on the following ques-
tions:

Are the goals set by Congress 15 years
ago still proper, or has experience indi-
cated a need for change?

Are there basic faults in the Govern-
ment-industry roles and relationships
used to seek these objectives?

Are new steps necessary to enhance
the stability of design and management
teams, and to insure an adequate supply
of scientists and engineers in the nec-
essary disciplines?

What effects do project size, type, du-
ration, and funding have on the state of
the industry, and its prospects?

What are the potential effects of the
current trend toward more international
competition and greater infternational
involvement in aerospace projects?

Are we placing adequate emphasis on
all major areas in which aerospace sci-
ence and technology is applicable?

We plan to open these hearings on
September 26 and 27. The total range of
our inquiry will take more than can be
accomplished in two days. Later hearings
will be scheduled as time permits.

SENATOR CHARLES H. PERCY VOTE
ON GRAVEL-STEVENS AMEND-
MENT TO S. 1081

Mr. PERCY. Mr., President, I was in
committee during the debate on the
Gravel-Stevens amendment to S. 1081
and was unable to make a statement at
that time on my reasons for opposing it.
I would like to state now for the record
the reasons why though I did vote for
the “trans-Alaskan pipeline authoriza-
tion act,” I voted against the Gravel-
Btevens amendment to the act. That
amendment was adopted by the Senate
on July 17 by a vote of 49 to 48, and af-
firmed on a motion to table the motion
to reconsider by a vote of 50 to 49.

The Gravel-Stevens amendment, as
modified, stated in the findings and dec-
laration section that no actions taken by
the Secretary of the Interior, or by any
other Federal agency, with respect to
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construction of the trans-Alaskan pipe-
line system shall be subject to judicial
review.

In the operative section, the amend-
ment authorized and directed the issu-
ance by the Secretary of the Interior and
all other Federal agencies of any author-
izations they deem necessary for the con~
struction of the trans-Alaskan pipeline,
a State of Alaska highway, and three
Alaskan airports. These authorizations
were required to be made without fur-
ther action under the National Environ-
mental Policy Act or any other law, and
without regard to the provisions of any
other law.

Finally, the amendment stated that
actions previously taken by the executive
branch shall be regarded as satisfactory
compliance with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act—NEPA—and all other
applicable laws.

The purpose of the amendment was to
speed construction of the trans-Alaskan
pipeline by removing all legal and judi-
cial barriers to the project, including liti-
gation already pending in Federal court.

This purpose was to be accomplished
at the expense of the rights of citizens
to sue against any alleged improper or
capricious actions by Federal officials.
It was to be accomplished particularly
at the expense of NEPA, the law designed
to protect the environment from ill-
considered Federal projects.

Mr. President, I voted against the
Gravel-Stevens amendment for several
reasons: First, because I am, at this early
date in its history, opposed to any weak-
ening of such an important act as NEPA;
second, because I am opposed to Congress
circumsecribing the jurisdiction of the
courts in this manner; third, because I
am opposed to so broad a grant of au-
thority to the executive branch. I will
explain each of these reasons more fully.

I believe the amendment weakened
NEPA by attempting to exempt from its
coverage a project of extraordinary po-
tential environmental impact and intense
controversy, which is to be undertaken on
Federal land.

By exempting the trans-Alaskan pipe-
line from NEPA on the grounds that the
need for oil overrides all other consid-
erations, we are setting a precedent for
future exemptions on this and other such
“needs” grounds, and the environment
will be the potential loser. Similarly, by
stipulating that the Secretary of the In-
terior has fully complied with the re-
quirements of NEPA when a pending
lawsuit contends he has not, the Con-
gress is denying the rights of citizens to
seek a judicial remedy for redress of
grievances.

The second reason for my vote is that
I believe the Gravel-Stevens amendment
overstepped the extremely important
boundary between the powers of the leg-
islative and judicial branches.

By withdrawing the Alaskan pipeline
from the purview of the courts, the Con-
gress is attempting to prevent the courts
from fulfilling their responsibilities to
rule on the legality of public and private
actions. By stating that the pipeline is
to be authorized notwithstanding the
provisions of any law except S. 1081, we
are virtually challenging potential 1iti-
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gants to find other avenues for judicial
review. They might well contend that
other laws do indeed apply. For example,
would pipeline construction be exempt
from antitrust laws, contract laws, pro-
curement laws, civil rights laws, as well
as environmental laws?

The irony would be if this amendment
created by its own terms new grounds
for litigation, including constitutional
grounds, which delayed the Alaskan pipe-
line even longer than the litigation it
sought to override. Such a situation was
predicted by the distinguished floor man-
ager of the bill, Senator Jackson, who
also voted against the Gravel-Stevens
amendment—and surely he is regarded
as’ra strong proponent of the pipeline it-
self.

My final reason for voting against the
Gravel-Stevens amendment was that it
granted exceptionally broad powers to
officers of the executive branch.

The amendment directed the Secretary
of the Interior and any other agency
heads to grant whatever permits or au-
thorizations they deem necessary to build
a pipeline, a highway, and three airports.
This authority was unfettered by a re-
quirement to comply with any other law,
and it was to be immune from judicial
scrutiny, It in effect had the Senate cer-
tify actions of the executive branch of
Government as fully complying with the
requirements of NEPA when many Sen-
ators would have difficulty knowing
whether such requirements had been ad-
hered to or not.

It is difficult to conceive of a more un~
restricted grant of authority to officers
of the executive branch. Even the Pres-
ident is not often so richly endowed.

Mr, President, I firmly believe that we
as a nation need all the Alaskan oil that
can be found. We need it as soon as pos-
sible consistent with a respect for the
environment of the Alaskan and Ca-
nadian wilderness and the ocean and
coastal areas.

But I believe this amendment has gone
oo far in rushing to obtain the oil, while
giving insufficient regard to environ-
mental concerns and the jurisdiction of
the courts. It is a dangerous precedent
for the Congress to be establishing.

FARMWOREKERS’ STRUGGLE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, for
years, the migrant farmworkers and the
seasonal farmworkers have blistered
their bodies in the agricultural fields of
America, forced to work without the pro-
tection of law or the protection of labor
organizations. Yet their work has been
vital to the success of the Nation’s agri-
cultural economy.

The “Grapes of Wrath” by Steinbeck
told some of the stories of their lives.
Edward R. Murrow brought us up to date
in 1960 with the “Harvest of Shame” and
a few years ago, NBC revisited those flelds
and found much the same plight facing
the farmworkers.

There still are some 800,000 children
under 16 who work in the flelds, accord-
ing to the Department of Agriculture, in-
cluding 325,000 between 10 and 13. The
best Government estimate of the average
income of migrant farmworkers and the
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seasonal farmworkers is some $3,000 per
year for a family of four. And there are
some 5 million farmworkers and their
families in that population. The vast ma-
jority are not covered by the minimum
wage, even with the reforms in the legis-
lation approved by the Senate this year.

Despite their existence at the very bot-
tom of the economic ladder where their
health problems are among the most
serious of any population group in the
country, barely 6 percent are covered by
medicaid. An equally low percentage-are
ever treated under any Federal health
program. !

They remain essentially neglected by
Government.

But today there is a difference. It is a
difference that stems from the sacrifice
and efforts of Cesar Chavez and the
United Farm Workers Union, the first
attempt to provide these workers with
the means to voice their desire for a de-
cent wage and a decent life.

Their struggle over the past 8 years
is history and most of us applauded the
limited sucesses that came with the sign-
ing of their first contracts 3 years ago.

Now they are engaged once more in an
equally difficult battle, one which finds
the largest and most powerful independ-
ent union, the Teamsters, arrayed
against them in the California fields.
There has been violence and there has
been a disturbing repetition of restrictive
local injunctions issued and withdrawn,
massive arrests of picketers by local law
enforcement agencies which have drawn
Justice Department investigations, and
grand jury investigations of certain
Teamster officials.

Yet the farmworkers’ struggle con-
tinues.

As one who has followed this struggle
from its inception, I would urge my col-
leagues to examine the article written
by Harry Bernstein, labor writer for the
Los Angeles Times who has covered this
field for decades and who has written a
perceptive article on the current situa-
tion in the July issue of the Progressive
magazine.

And I urge my colleagues to consider
his conclusion:

In their struggle to break the UFWU
growers are raising wages. In the competition,
farm workers may move up a rung on the na-
tion's economic ladder. But until the time
comes when the farm workers are free to
choose their own union, when they are treat-
ed as dignified citizens and not as pawns,
however valued, of the Teamster-grower al-
liance, their struggle will not be ended.

I ask unanimous consent that his arti-
cle be printed in the REcorb.

I also ask that correspondence between
my office and the Justice Department on
this subject be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REecorb,
as follows:

DUuEL 1IN THE BUN UNION BUSTING,
TEAMSTER BTYLE
(By Harry Bernstein)

“Sometimes I feel like one of those hired
gunslingers you see in old Western cowboy
movies,” Bill Grami mused as he sipped some
wine before dinner in the softly lighted din-
ing room of a Salinas hotel. The image
seemed to appeal to his well-developed sense:
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of humor, Solidly built, intelligent, ruthlessly
ambitious, Grami smilingly explained his
thoughts to me:

“You know, the ranchers are having a hell
of a time with the outlaw band when into
town rides the pgunslinger. The worrled
ranchers, who don’t know how to handle
themselves in such situations, hire the gun-
slinger. There is a big fight, the town is
saved, and the gunslinger moves on to new
territory.”

The hotel paging system flicked on. A voice
called Graml to the telephone. As he was
leaving, he laughed. “It really isn't a very
good analogy, I'm no gunslinger. But some-
times that’s the way I feel. Enow what I
mean?"

Grami is director of organizing for the
Western Conference of Teamsters. He was in
Salinas, California, to negotiate with a group
of lettuce growers who wanted a union con-
tract with the Teamsters as protection
against the threatened unionization of their
workers by Cesar Chavez's AFL-CIO United
Farm Workers Union. Within a few days
the Teamster-grower deal was signed.

Grami's analogy was partlally correct. He
and the Teamsters Union have, indeed, been
hired by ranchers in California to destroy
what the ranchers regard as an outlaw band:
Chavez and his UFWU. But the men who
hired the Teamsters are not hapless ranchers.
They are corporate owners who are faced with
the prospect of losing control of a work force
which for decades has accepted backbreaking
Jobs in almost stolid silence at below-poverty
wages.

And the Teamsters are not ordinary gun-
slingers of old. The men directing the show
of strength agalnst the farm workers' union
are wealthy, conservative leaders of the na-
tion’s largest union, flanked by highly paid
lawyers and public relations men and 850 a
day thugs who ride herd on workers threat-
ening to strike much as cowboys ride herd on
restless cattle.

It is a sordid story which makes a mockery
of trade union traditions. It is a strange story,
because the motives of some of the principals
are not clear-cut, and many officlals of the
Teamsters Union say privately they want to
get out of their role as union-busters, but do
not know how. But it is, too, a story of heroes
and heroines who, despite serlous mistakes,
have already changed the nature of this
country’s farm labor system.

The most easily understood aspect of the
situation is the role of the growers in their
alllance with the Teamsters, The start of the
Callfornia farm labor system Is generally
dated May 12, 1860, when the golden spike
was driven into the last rail to link the Union
Pacific with the General Pacific railroad,
opening an easy East-West route. It was boom
time for growers ready and now able to start
shipping eastward large quantities of food
from an area ideal for year-round growing.

The growers needed workers for the jobs,
and completion of the rallroad, along with an
end to the gold rush, provided the manpower.
Thousands of Chinese working in the rail-
roads and digging the gold were suddenly
looking for jobs. Their labor was cheap com-
pared to wages expected by whites, and the
hot, hard fleld work was taken over in large
part by the Chinese.

The depression of 1880 caused serlous un-
employment among white American workers,
led to the Chinese Exclusion Act in 1882, and
cut off the major source of forelgn farm la-
bor. But the pattern of farm employment in
California had begun, and it did not change
essentially until 1964 when Congress, at the
insistence of men such as former Secretary of
Labor W. Willard Wirtz, killed Public Law
78, which was used to bring into California
and other states hundreds of thousands of
Mexican nationals as the prime source of
cheap labor.

“Crops will rot and people in this country
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will go hungry,” a spokesman for the grow=
ers warned as they watched the end of the
“bracero” system, but the crops did not rot.
Production continued to rise as wages were
pushed up slightly to attract more American
workers. The bulk of the work force, how-
ever, was and still is composed of Mexlcan~
Americans, and they appeared as docile and
uncomplaining as the Mexican nationals they
replaced.

These mostly illiterate Mexican-Americans,
along with illegal aliens fleeing from the even
deeper poverty of Mexico, were still “hands”
to the growers. It was into this scene, then,
that Chavez arrived, stirring workers by call=
ing on them to join La Huelga (the strike)
and La Causa (the cause), speaking to them
in Spanish, identifying himself with them.
“We will have dignity and enough food to
eat, and we wlll provide education to our
children. God wants this for us. We will suc-
ceed,” Chavez told the farm workers.

It was this man and his followers that
drove the growers to seek out the Teamsters
Union as an ally, a protector, even though
the growers had for decades ruthlessly fought
all attempts to organize farm workers. Now
growers were demanding that the Teamsters
quickly sign union contracts as a means of
destroying Chavez and his UFWU.

Chavez—praying, fasting, organizing—
flaunted the symbols of his Catholic religion
before growers who were long accustomed to
fighting off unions by cynically labeling them
“Communist.” Teamsters and growers de=
nounced him as a dangerous, radical revolu=
tionary, but, as one grower sald, “It was like
calling the Pope a Red.”

Backed by leaders of the Catholic Church
and most other religions, by powerful politi-
cal figures, by young people and liberals hun=-
gry for a cause to believe in, Chavez and his
union moved ahead. The growers were no
longer able to follow their old patterns, La
Causa flourished, greatly alded by a world-
wide boycott against California table grapes.
The growers, worn down by five years of con=
stant struggle, finally agreed to recognize and
sign contracts with the UFWU.

As the UFWU battle for recognition con-
tinued in the grape industry, the growers
dramatically changed their historical opposi=-
tion to laws which would regulate labor re=-
lations in agriculture. They decided that only
with such legislation could they stop the boy=
cott, which is the UFWU’s most effective
weapon so far.

In 1967, a group of twenty-two prominent
California growers arranged a secret meeting
with Teamsters Union leaders in the plush
Century Plaza Hotel in Los Angeles, far from
the dusty flelds where workers might learn of
the proposals being made. The growers sald
frankly that they wanted a tough, experi-
enced organization—the Teamsters—to help
beat back Chavez. One high Teamster official
maintains firmly that the growers’ proposal
was rejected because “they wanted no elec-
tions, only a sure thing.” But if the deal was
not made that day, it was made in the
months that followed.

If the motivation of the growers—preser=-
vation of the status quo—is easy to under-
stand, the motives which pushed the Team-
sters into their union-busting alliance with
the growers are far more complex. The UFWU
has sworn statements from former Teamsters
who say that a group of growers gave sizable
but unknown sums of money to
officlals in Modesto, California, to join the
battle against Chavez. But 1t is unlikely that
the money—said to total about $10,000 or
so—would corrupt men like Grami or Frank
E. Fitzsimmons, president of the two million-
member Teamsters Unlon. Grami might have
been tempted, however, by the promise of
growers to pay the Teamsters $7 a month
union dues deducted from the pay of at least

40,000 workers and, in time, from that of
more than 100,000, if all went as planned,
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But it took better arguments to persuade
men like Fitzsimmons, and those arguments
were found. It is true that when fleld work-
ers strike or boycott, workers in cannerles are
quickly affected, as are truck drivers and food
wareheouse workers, all of whom are long-
time members of the Teamsters. So, the
growers and their allies within the Teamsters
argued that if the Teamsters would represent
all workers in food growing and processing,
no worker would suffer because of some “irra-
tional act” of men like Chavez.

Looking for a somewhat rational excuse
for union-busting, Teamsters who could not
be bribed with money accepted the argu-
ment of the growers, and came up with fur-
ther arguments of their own. They reasoned
that the UFWU is predominantly Mexican=-
American, most of its meetings are conducted
in Spanish, and, as one Teamster official said,
“We really do believe Chavez would just move
right in and try to take our cannery workers
from us once he wins in the fields. Cannery
workers are also largely Mexican-Americans,
too, you know."

More important, perhaps, than any of these
considerations in explaining why the Team-
sters joined in an alliance with growers is
what might be called the “cultural collusion"
between them. Growers and Teamster offi-
clals generally have common interests, com-
mon ideas about business and politics,
about race. Mostly Anglos, they have com-
parable incomes—$40,000 or so a year plus
expenses, for those most active in the fight
against Chavez. They eat in the same fine
restaurants, often together; play on the
same golf courses; take thelr kids on the same
kinds of vacations and holidays. They talk
about the stock market, the dangers of radi-
cals and Communists, and their mutual dis-
trust of “the Mexicans,” Chavez, and his fol-
lowers, who are called Chavistas. Chavez ob-
viously does not fit into that kind of scene,
and both growers and Teamster officials look
with disbelief at Chavez and his staff, with

thelr $5 a week salaries and their burning
determination to help farm workers get more
than they now get out of a system that
has provided such & good life for a few people.

Einar Mohn, head of the Western Confer-
ence of Teamsters, and Fitzsimmons are in-
furiated by the good-guy, almost saintly,

image Chavez and his followers have
achieved. They complain bitterly, as do the
growers, that the nation’s press does not por-
tray Chavez as they see him; a radical revo-
lutionary who hates Anglos, is incompetent
as & trade unionist, and is not “a man of
his word.”

Most books, magazine articles, and news
stories have, indeed, fostered the contrast be-
tween the good-guy farm workers and the
bad-guy grower-Teamster alllance. But these
images are reflections of reality, repeated
over and over again, and most recently in
Coachella Valley.

In April the UFWU was negotiating a new
contract with grape growers to replace the
union’'s first contracts, which had been won
at the end of the five-year strike and boy-
cott. Two growers, Lionel Stelnberg and Een
Larson, renewed their pacts with UFWU, but
the rest decided to try to break away, and
once again the Teamsters rode into town, in-
vited by the growers. It took only two days
for the growers to ‘“negotiate” a contract
with Teamster officials, and the UFWU im-
mediately called a strike against the grower-
Teamster alliance. The strikers lined the hot,
dusty dirt roads in front of the growers'
vineyards, urging fellow workers once again
to join La Huelga.

In one memorable scene, a Catholic priest
was leading a large crowd of Mexican-Amer-
ican workers In prayer. The workers were
kneeling in the dust. Facing them, standing,
was a line of a dozen beefy Anglos, several
with dark glasses, staring contemptuously at
the praying workers. The Teamster “mus-
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cle,” in white T-shirts, hard hats, and blue
jackets with “Teamsters” emblazoned on the
back, had been hired for $50 a day, plus ex-
penses. Most were armed with bats, hoe
handles, sharpened grape stakes, and other
weapons which were later confiscated by
sherifi’'s deputies. With such enforcers, grow-
ers felt confident workers would stay in the
fleld, and many did.

Chavez is not unaware of the value of his
“good guy” image, of the impact of a picture
of praying workers facing a gang of thugs.
But he lives that image dally. Last year,
Chavez received a total of $5,144¢ from the
UFWU. This included his $6 a week salary
(standard for all UFWU elected officers and
appointed staffers), and such expenses as
$060 for house rent, $1,440 for food for him-
self and his family, and $1,804 for medical
bills incurred in Arizona where he fasted for
nearly a month. (He was fasting to protest
passage of an Arizona state farm labor law
which is designed to prohibit the boycott, the
UFWU’s best weapon, and to set up elections
which the UFWU sald would exclude most
migrant workers.) In contrast to the image,
and reality, of Chavez’'s poverty stands Fitz-
simmons, who draws $125,000 a year salary,
plus an unlimited expense account, and fiies
around the nation in his private, union-fur-
nished jet.

The Teamsters do pride themselves on
their reputation as a tough organization,
and many clalm that it is this reputation
which has galned them actual support from
farm workers. The truth is, say the growers
and Teamsters, farm workers now want to
be represented by Teamsters. But the Cali-
fornia State Supreme Court has called such
claims nonsense. That unusual opinion came
in a ruling against a group of growers who
complained they were unfairly caught in the
middle of a jurisdictional battle between
two rival unions, the Teamsters and the
UFWU. The court said the undisputed fact
is that the growers knew the Teamsters did
not represent a majority or even a substan-
tial number of fleld workers when they signed
contracts with the Teamsters. And, even
worse, the growers knew that Chavez's UFWU
did represent the workers.

A group of prominent religious, civie, and
labor leaders conducted their own survey of
Coachella Valley workers and reported that
they found 795 for the UFWTU, eighty for the
Teamsters, and seventy-eight for no union at
all. “It would be a great injustice to the
workers if the grape growers make agree-
ments with the Teamsters agalnst the will
of their workers,” the group sald, but the
agreements were made anyway.

Monslignor George Higgins, research secre-
tary for the National Conference of Catholle
Bishops, said the Coachella Valley deal be-
tween growers and Teamsters “will be record-
ed as one of the darkest and most shame=-
ful days in American labor history.” A¥FL-—
CIO President George Meany, in announcing
the labor federation was giving $1.6 million
to the UFWU to fight the grower-Teamster
alliance, called that alliance “one of the most
viclous union-busting efforts we have ever
seen.”

Mohn, the head of the Western Conference
of Teamsters, predicts that in the long run
the public will “see through” Chavez and
the UFWU and recognize the gains made for
farm workers by the Teamsters. Indeed, the
UFWU is not without faults and flaws in
its operations. Inexperienced in labor rela-
tions, filled with bitterness against *“Anglo
exploiters” of Mexican-Americans, the UFWU
was inept in negotiations, inefficlent in han-
dling grievances, and ran the industry’s first
union hiring hall in almost chaotic fashion.

The UFWU leaders show little sympathy
for many real problems of growers, who are
often besleged with difficulties ranging from
killer storms to depressed markets which at
times fluctuate frantically and result in
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heavy losses. Such problems are regarded by
UFWU officlals as excuses of Anglo growers to
avold ralsing wages. In time, if it survives,
the UFWU willl gain the experience needed
to negotiate contracts, to run a hiring hall,
to handle grievances. Regular meetings are
held among UFWU members, and those
meetings appear to provide a valuable source
of communications between union leaders
and rank and file members.

The Teamsters, however, have never called
meetings of the farm workers who are cov-
ered by the contracts gilven them by the
growers. Mohn says that it may take “about
two years” before farm workers will actually
take part in regular Teamsters meetings. By
then, he believes, a more mechanized farm-
ing industry will have attracted more sophis-
ticated workers, “and as jobs become more
attractlve to whites, we can bulld a union
that can have structure and that can nego-
tiate [with management] from strength and
have membership participation.” (Persons of
Mexican ancesiry are members of the Cau-
casian race, as are other whites, who are gen-
erally known as Anglos. However, some per=
sons of Mexican ancestry refer to themselves
as brown.)

Mohn insists he 1s not a “racist” and notes
the large number of Mexican-Americans who
are Teamsters Union members. But to Chavez
and the UFWU, Mohn's statements about
“whites" are further evidence of that “cul-
tural collusion” which helped bring the
growers and Teamsters together in the first
place. Chavez distrusts “Anglos” and has sald
s0 on geveral occaslons, But, considering the
history of discrimination against the Mex-
ican-American community throughout the
Bouthwest, that distrust 1s understandable,
although most of the support for the UFWU
has come from “Anglos” such as Meany, other
union leaders, church leaders, students, and
liberals.

The outcome of the conflict 18 uncertain.
If the Teamster-grower alllance wins, Chavez
and the UFWU will be eliminated. If the
UFWU wins, the Teamsters Union will not be
hurt, except for some ego wounds to its lead-
ership. I am convinced that despite the im-
morality of the Teamster-grower alliance,
farm workers will inevitably benefit from the
current struggle. Every time the UFWU
makes a gain, or even threatens to make one,
the growers will try at least to match that
on paper, and many of those “paper contract
benefits” will be passed on to farm workers,

In their struggle to break the UFWTU,
growers are ralsing wages. In the competi~
tion, farm workers may move up a rung on
the nation’s economic ladder. But until the
time comes when the farm workers are free
to choose thelr own union, when they are
treated as dignified ecltizens and not as
pawns, however valued, of the Teamster-
grower alllance, their struggle will not be
ended.

JUNE 29, 1973.
Hon. ELuior RICHARDSON,
Attorney General.

DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: The increas-
ing violence and intimidation in the labor
management dispute involving the Unlted
Farm Workers Union and the Teamsters’
Union in the Coachella and San Joaquin
Valleys of California concern us greatly, In=
dividuals have been hospitalized and prop-
erty has been destroyed.

It is quite possible that contrary to such
statutes as 18 U.S.C. 241, violence and threats
of violence will deprive farmworkers of the
opportunity to exercise their First Amend-
ment rights in connection with the strike
against certain California grape growers. In
view of the rising level of tension and po-
tential for further violence, which seems in-
herent in this situation, we would urge that
Justice Department observers be sent to
these areas immediately to recommend any
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further action that they deem necessary to
assure the protection of the civil rights of
all concerned.
Sincerely,
EpwArp M, EENNEDY,
HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, JT.
JoLy 10, 1973.
Hon. EpwaArRD M, EENNEDY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaToR KENNEDY: The concerns ex-
pressed in your joint letter with Senator Wil-
liams regarding potential conflict between
the UFW and other labor organizations in
Callfornia has been the subject of Depart=-
mental attention for some time, as you may
be aware.

Local law enforcement agencles have been
monitoring the matter, and have been keep-
ing the local FBI and through that agency,
the United States Attorney, informed of de-
velopments. Personnel from the Department
of Justice Community Relations Service have
made on-site visits to attempt to amello-
rate the situation, and, of course, we are pre-
pared to implement any investigative action
which the situation may require. Any indica-
tions of violation of federal statutes should
be brought promptly to the attention of the
United States Attorney so that appropriate
action can be taken.

I appreciate your concern in this matter;
please be assured that whatever action is re-
quired for full and fair enforcement of the
law will be undertaken promptly by this De-
partment.

Sincerely,
Errior L. RICHARDSON,
Attorney General.

U.8. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND
PuBLIC WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., May 24, 1973.
The Honorable ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON,
The Attorney General of the United States,
Department of Justice, Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: We under-
stand that the Department of Justice has
had under consideration the presentation to
a grand jury of evidence concerning alle-
gations—which the FBI has investigated—
that during 1970, certain lettuce growers in
the Salinas, California, area made payments
of money “to (an) officer or employee of &
labor organization” within the meaning of
Section 302 of the Labor-Management Rela-
tions Act, for the purpose of disrupting
United Farm Workers Union organizing ac-
tivities. These allegations, if proven true,
would ralse substantial questions of possible
criminal liability under such Act, and pos-
sibly other Federal Statutes as well.

We belleve it most important that there
be an early resolution of the validity of these
charges, which have recently been the sub-
ject of widespread press attention, and would
urge that you make a personal determination
as to whether such allegations have been
properly pursued within your Department,
and whether additional investigation or other
steps should be taken at this time.

We would very much appreciate your ad-
vising us of your conclusions with regard to
this matter and your plans for its further
disposition.

Sincerely,
Epwarp M. EENNEDY.
‘WALTER F. MONDALE.
HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, JT.
Jacoe K, Javrrs.

JunNE 13, 1973.
Hon, EpwaArp M, KENNEDY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
Dear SEwaToR: Thank you for your letter
of May 24, 1973, in which you inquired about
an investigation concerning possible Taft-
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Hartley violations involving lettuce growers
and union officials in Salinas, California, in
1970. s

For the past year and a half the Depart-
ment has indeed conducted an intensive in-
vestigation into allegations that there were
{llegal payments of money to a certain ofi-
cial of the International Brotherhood of
Teamsters during a strike conducted by the
United Farm Workers Organizing Committee.
In the early stages of this investigation, the
Federal Bureau of Investigation conducted
over 66 interviews and between mid-June
and mid-October, 1972, a special grand jury
in San Francisco heard 13 days of testimony
from some 42 witnesses and subpoenaed over
15 boxes of records.

In order to better analyze the testimony
and documents, an attorney from the Crim-
inal Division of the Department was assigned
in the fall of 1972 to assist the United States
Attorney's office in San Francisco in this case.

Although the bulk of the investigation has
been completed, there are several aspects
which remain unresolved. One factual prob-
lem has been the corroboration of the some-
what inconsistent testimony of a central
witness before the grand jury. At the present
time the FBI is conducting a number of
additional interviews to resolve this problem.
One other obstacle before a final determina-
tion is made in this case is to determine the
precise roles of various union officials during
the tlme of the 1970 strike. This matter is
n:su under active investigation at the present
time.

At the conclusion of the present round. of
interviews, it is anticipated that the grand
jury in San Francisco will hear further testi-
mony in the case. The grand jury is expected
to meet In July 1973 at which time it is hoped
that the matter will be finally resolved.

Thank you for your interest in this matter,
and please be assured that you will be advised
as to any action taken in this case.

Sincerely,
Ervior L. RICHARDSON,
The Attorney General.

JoLy 20, 1973,
Hon. ELLIOT RICHARDSON,
Attorney General, Department of Justice,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. ATTORNEY GENERAL: I have re-
celved a copy of a telegram from Cesar Cha-
vez, of the United Farm Workers Union to
your office. That telegram alleges serious
failures by the Immigration Department in
fulfilling its responsibilities to prevent the
use of illegal aliens as strikebreakers.

I would appreciate receiving a report of
your investigation into the specific allega-
tions reported by Mr. Chavez. They are as
follows, according to the telegram:

“In Fresno, County patrolmen refused to
check the fields before first alerting the
growers that they are coming.”

“In Santa Maria, the Department claims
that only matrons can arrest women, and
there are no women working for the Immi-
gration Service.”

“The Department often answers com-
plaints by saying that there are no patrol-
men working that day, or that there is only
one person at the office and he can't go out
to check a ranch.”

“On July second, Immigration took eleven
fllegals from Security Farms and left twenty-
five others on the grounds that there was no
room in the bus. They refused to make two
trips.”

“In addition, we have evidence of illegals
being used at numerous other struck ranches
throughout California and Arizona. Their
locations are:

“‘Coachella, at Second and Pierce; 50th and
Jackson in the Carian Camp; Moreno Ranch
at Highway 86 and 85th Avenue; Earahadian
Ranch at 50th and Buchanan; the Churchian
Ranch at 50th and Van Buren; Bagdarsarian
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Ranch at Highway 195 and Garfield; CID
Camp at 5th and Dillon; and the Moreno
Ranch at Highway 86 and 82nd Avenue.

“Fresno: The Glainni Ranch; ITO; and
L. R. Hamilton.

“Livingston: A. Gallo.

“Arizona: Martorl Bros. at Arrowhead
Road in Glendale; the El Dorado Ranch of
Tenneco in Lichfield Park; the Boswell
Ranch in Lichfleld Park; Macchiaroli Fruit
Company in Queen Creek; Centennial Farms
;t;l Harguahala; the Bodine Ranch in Glen~

.

“Labor contractors who provide illegal
aliens in Glendale, Arizona: Pancho Sanchez
at 59th between Union Hills and Bearsly;
Jose Rodriguez, Carlos Cabrera and Augle
Espinoza; also Lalo Casas in Tolleson and
Reuben Garza in South Phoenix."

Clearly the Department of Justice must
use every resource avallable to it to assure
that the protection of the law is provided to
individuals such as the farmworkers who
traditionally have been restricted to the
lowest rung of the socloeconomic ladder in
this nation.

Thank you for your assistance In this
matter.

Sincerely,
Epwarp M. KEENNEDY,

MEETING OF THE PACIFIC NORTH-
WEST CHAPTER OF TEE INDUS-
TRIAL RELATIONS RESEARCH AS-
SOCIATION

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, on
the evening of July 19, an event impor-
tant to the encouragement of amicable
labor-management relations in the Pa-
cific Northwest occurred in Seattle—the
initial meeting of the Pacific Northwest
chapter of the Industrial Relations Re-
search Association.

The meeting brought together people
of the area prominent in organized labor
and in management to fraternize and
break bread together in a common
cause—the improvement of the collec-
tive-bargaining process and the eco-
nomic climate of this important area of
our Nation.

This is a project worthy of support.
For my part, I extend best wishes for
the success and growing influence of this
mutual endeavor of management and
labor.

The initiative in establishing the chap-
ter was shared by many people, but it
was largely spearheaded by the Federal
Mediation and Conciliation Service. W.
J. Usery, Jr., the national director of the
FMCS, was the scheduled speaker, but
because of extremely important strike
negotiations in Washington in which he
was involved, Mr. Usery was unable to
attend and his prepared address was read
for him.

Mr. Usery’s thoughtful remarks should
be of interest to other areas contemplat-
ing formation of IRRA chapters and for
that reason I ask unanimous consent
that they be printed in the Recorp for
the perusal of my colleagues.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE IRRA: FORUM FOR BARGAINING
IMPROVEMENT
(By W. J. Usery, Jr.)

There's always a special feeling of exclte-
ment about something new. And that’s es-
pecially true when it involves people coming
together to make our world a better place.
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So 1t 15 a distinct honor and pleasure for
me to be with you tonight as you launch the
northwest chapter of the Industrial Rela-
tions Research Assoclation.

I join you in your hope that this gathering
will result in a sharing of knowledge that will
bring & new understanding to the collective
bargaining process in Idaho, Oregon, and
W

We are fortunate in America. We have an
unrestricted right to the exchange of knowl-
edge. Our precious freedoms . . . of assem-
bly . .. of speech ...of the press ...and of
r .« » were explicitly designed by our
forefathers to create the blending of knowl-
edge that has been the strength of our de-
IMOCracy.

By your action tonight you are lighting
another lantern of learning that will help to
improve life for the people of your three
great States.

The IRRA bylaws call for the encourage-
ment of research in all aspects of labor rela-
tions. Members are free to draw their own
conclusions and hold their own beliefs.

While no commitment is asked of any
member, I would suggest that each of you
be dedicated to the cause of the free col-
lective bargaining.

Because that process 1s one of the won-
ders of our American dream, I am convinced
that the collective bargaining process has
been the catalyst that has caused liberty-lov-
ing workers and investors to come together
when other elements would have torn us

apart.

We can look to much of the rest of the
world and see what has happened when col-
lective bargaining has either been destroyed,
or has not been permitted to be born. There
we find, in a variety of forms, governments
that have crushed those inalienable rights of
life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.

Tyranny and free collective bargaining
cannot co-exist. So it seems that in the pur-
suit of liberty, we would do well to protect
and promote the collective bargaining cause.

Your northwest chapter of the IRRA is
being formed at an opportune time. The de-
mand for responsible labor-management
relations has seldom been greater.

In the public sector, we have just begun to
see collective bargaining emerging on a grand
scale.

There are in the United States 11 million
employees at the state, county and munici-
pal levels. Of these, an estimated nine mil-
lion hold jobs that would—under accepted
standards—make them eligible for union
representation. But only three million are
now in unions—and fully half of those are
teachers.

Once small and struggling public sector
unions are becoming large, dynamic insti-
tutions. The American Federation of State,
County and Munieipal Employees, for ex-
ample, has more than doubled its size in
the past five years and now ranks among the
larger unions in the Nation with 625,000
members. And they have just begun to grow.

In the federal sector, there are two-and-a-
half million of us on the payroll. At least two
million federal workers are eligible for union
representation—and just over a million of
those are now represented by a labor
organization.

They are located in 3,400 units that have
been certified by the government as being
represented by unions. But in 1,300 of these
units—with 400,000 workers—an initial con-
tract has yet to be negotiated.

This situation exists in spite of the con-
stant urging by the President and his prede-
cessors to bring a mature and responsible
labor relations program to the federal em-
ployees and their agencies.

We cannot allow this condition to con-
tinue. It is dangerous. We have seen how the
frustrations of delay in getting an initial
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contract have ended in bitterness and blood
in other public sector cases. We can 1]l af-
ford to have such performances repeated
anywhere, and least of all at the federal
level.

We have, in public sector labor relations,
a great opportunity to develop methods that
will bring peace and justice and goodwlill.

‘We can find in the private sector, too, new
challenges that will enhance the free collec=
tive bargaining system.

This is an era of economic change
throughout the world. And as leaders, we In
the United States are right in the middle of
those changes.

For some time now, we have heard about
“runaway” industries. The first reference
was to those industries of the highly indus-
trialized and well-pald Northeastern United
States that fled to the SBouth.

But in recent years, the term has taken
on & new meaning. The reference to the
“runaway” has been to the American firm
that has taken its production and services
to foreign lands.

Just as the word * omerate” was be=
coming fashionable, a new multi-syllable
word came into use. The word was “multi-na-
tional.” And it referred generally to the ma-
jor American corporations that Iinvested
funds in the development of production,
service and marketing systems overseas.

Today another word has come into play.
That word is “cosmocorps.” Pull that word
apart and it might conjure up images of a
dead body floating in space.

But in fact, that word is meant to express
the interchange of capital into production
and services, regardless of geographic
location.

America and Americans are feeling the
effects of the cross-pollenization of all the
world's investment capital.

One of the results 1s that for the first time
slnce our early history—when the English by
Eing George's law dominated all manufac-
turing in our colonies—we are finding for-
eign investors operating production and serv-
ice facilities in the United States on a mass-
ive scale.

A British company has purchased Gim-
bel's—a trick that Macy’s was never able to
accomplish,

Two Japanese companles have jolned to
create the Auburn Steel Co., Inc., in Auburn,
New York, to construct and operate a steel
producing plant.

A French tire maker will employ 1,800
workers in two plants it is building in South
Carolina,

A Japanese company has Invested six mil-
lion dollars in a new plant on a former corn
field in Wisconsin to manufacture soy sauce
and teriyakl sauce.

A British company is publishing news-
papers in 21 communities in the United
Btates.

The Sony Corporation, a fully owned sub-
sidiary of a Japanese firm, is assembling color
television sets in California, and soon will be
producing television picture tubes there.

A German company has jolned with an
American company to print the Ladles Home
Journal in a Virginia printing plant.

A Japanese-based company that manufac-
tures 20 percent of the world's zippers has
eleven production plants in the United
Btates,

Mazda—the company that makes the car
with the rotary engine—Iis spending 168 mil-
lion dollars on & new headquarters bullding
and parts warehouse in Callfornia.

The Swiss-based Nestle firm has bought
out the Stouffer Corporation, which was a
division of Litton Industries.

And that EKiwl shoe polish that 1s made
in the United States is the product of an
Australlan company.

The list goes on and on. In fact, the people
of South Carolina are now boasting that their
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state has more German money than any
country in the world outside of Germany,

It may be German marks or Swiss francs,
but the South Carolinians have a valld point,

In the South Carolina community of Spar-
tanburg alone two Austrian firms, a Canadian
company, an English corporation, seven West
German companies and six Swiss-owned firms
are operating production and service facili-
tles,

That adds up to 17 companies in one coms=
munity in just one of the 60 United States.

In all, Bouth Carolina has lured nearly
800 million dollars in investments from 41
corporations which are headquartered in
eight forelgn nations.

What does this mean to us—people who are
professionals in the fleld of industrial rela-
tions?

I suggest that it means that we must work
to gain a far wider knowledge of labor-man=-
agement relations.

‘Will these companlies bring with them the
standards of their own lands? And if not,
will their American managements be infiu-
enced by the industrial relations policles of
the home country?

The manager of the Sony company has sald
that the only thing Japanese about his firm's
labor relations is that—and these are his
words as reported in the New York Times:

“Nobody hired is going to be fired, there
will be no layoffs.”

That's good to hear. But it's a condition
of work. And it does involve labor-manage=
ment relations.

It behooves each of us—now—to learn as
much as we can about the collective bar=-
gaining practices of other nations If we are
to do our job as the Industrial relations
peacemakers of the United States.

By doing this, we will better be able to
serve the forelgn companies who are invest-
ing In production and service facilities
here . . . the people they employ ... the
communities that become their adopted
homes . . . and the nation that has made
them welcome,

There is every indication that foreign in-
vestment in our land will accelerate even
beyond its current pace.

The decline of the dollar on the world
money market . . . the increase in trans-
portation costs . . . the sharp rise in wages
and employee benefits in foreign countries—
all are making it more attractive for for-
elgn corporations to create facilities in the
midst of the world's greatest market, the
United States,

That market has been bullt on a founda-
tion of free collective bargaining. And this
has been a banner year for that process.

We are witnessing a new determination
to use reasonableness and persuasion—rather
than economic force—in negotiations,

Both labor and management are finding
that the price that must be pald for inter-
rupted production is too high in today's
competitive world. They are learning that
lost American production opens new markets
—and expands old ones—for forelgn-made
goods in the United States.

Hundreds of new contracts—many of them
affecting thousands of workers—have been
reached in peace In the textile industry,

Our martime industry i1s on the verge of
a collective bargaining stability it has never
before enjoyed.

In the electrical goods industry, which
has been hard pressed by forelgn imports,
we have seen settlements at General Electric
and Westinghouse. And they came in an at=
mosphere of harmony.

Only a few strikes interferred with the
generally peaceful and responsible negotia-
tions in the oil and rubber industries.

In the vital trucking industry and Postal
Service, too, the collective bargaining process
has come through with flying colors.

In the auto industry, there is talk of peace
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coming from both sides rather than dire limited. And we are fortunate to be In-

predictions of strikes.

The prospects for next year are indeed
brighter because of the historic moves made
by the United Steelworkers of America and
ten of our top steel-producing companies.

They have agreed that they will make
every effort to resolve their differences
through negotiations. But should they fall
short, they will accept the decision of an
arbitration panel.

It should be noted that the steel industry
and the union that represents its workers
have not been warring parties. It has been
14 years since there has been a strike in that
basic industry.

A pressure equal to that of a work stoppage
is responsible for their unigque understand-
ing. That pressure is forelgn competition—
competition so tough that even the threat of
a strike has caused severe economic damage
in recent years tq both management and
the workers.

This pressure caused the industry and the
union in the late 1960's to begin working
toward the experimental negotiating agree-
ment that will be tested next year.

It is an intricate plan. And I'll not go into
all of the detalls.

But a key factor in its effectiveness involves
time limits—deadlines that must be met if
the parties are to gailn a freely bargained
settlement without third-party dictates.

Formal negotiations will open on February
1. By April 15, the negotiators will have
agreed to all issues or will have decided
which issues must go to arbitration,

This is a crucial date. Because at this time,
management and the union will be forced to
determine not only which issues they can
agree to—but which issues they will either
abandon or leave to the judgment of arbi-
trators.

Flve days later the arbitrators will receive
any issue that has not been withdrawn or
resolved. The arbitrators will have 20 days
In which to render a decision.

Now I am firmly convinced that the pres-
sure of being forced—by their own free will—
to submit issues to arbitrators will result in
a reasonable settlement being reached by
reasonable men through collective bargain-
ing.

The prospect of uncertain results rendered
by arbitrators will, I believe, provide a com-
pelling incentive for the parties to agree,

Well, my frlends, I have attempted to
touch no more than the surface of the chal-
lenges that are avallable to us in our obliga-
tlon to protect and promote the free collec-
tive bargalning process.

What can you do through your new chapter
of the IRRA to be effective in meeting these
challenges? I have a few suggestions.

First of all, give every member the incen-
tive to be active and involved.

To do this, establish programs that are
interesting and rewarding.

Eeep constantly in mind that your
strength lies In the benefits derived from
your chapter by those who negotiate.

this I mean, we in government and
many in the academic world are interested
and care about the collective bargaining
process. But at countdown time, your group
will succeed only if the negotiators—from
management and from labor—galn knowl-
edge of value from the organization.

You can, in confidence, discuss what hap-
pened In negotiating situations. What
worked—and why? What falled—and why?

Such discussions—away from the ecrisis
atmosphere and under the cool light of rea-
son—can produce lasting benefits. For man-
agement, for labor, for the community and
your State and our Nation.

I urge you to make your TRRA chapter the
leader in fostering new ideas in collective
bargaining. The combinations of avallable
strategles for collective bargalning are un-

volved In a fleld where fresh ideas and new
methods are welcomed.

For example, consider what impact might
be made by the use of deadline buffers like
those adopted by the steel industry. Should
earlier use of mediation be promoted to re-
duce impasse situations? Does the threat of
binding arbitration bring more responsible
negotiations?

Test your theories against the facts in a
variety of conditions in both the public and
private sectors.

And as you learn, go beyond your own
world and preach the gospel of free collec~
tive bargaining.

Have open conferences on the processes of
free collective bargaining, and all it em-
braces — mediation — fact-finding — arbi-
tration.

Have open conferences on new develop-
ments in industrial relations in the public
sector and In the private sector.

Find methods of using the tools of collec-
tive bargaining to reduce tensions in the so-
cial areas—in race relations and the area
of equality of opportunity: in rent strikes
and student-teacher-establishment conflicts.

Promote the understanding of collective
bargaining through seminars and programs
for teachers—and through the development
of industrial relations courses for students
at all levels.

What I am suggesting is that you devote
yourselves to utllizing the process of collec-
tive bargaining to making the future better
than the past. It is a worthwhile effort—be-
cause the future is where all of us, and our
children, will spend the rest of our lives.

THE NIXON ADMINISTRATION’S
ATTITUDE ON THE NATION'S
FORESTS

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, in an
article in the July 22 Daily Missoulian
of Missoula, Mont., State editor Dale A.
Burk revealed additional proof that the
Nixon administration regards the Na-
tion’s forests almost solely as a source
of timber supply for America’s timber
industry.

Mr. Burk quoted from a confidential,
interoffice Forest Service memorandum
sent from Washington to all field of-
ficials. That memo, running to 85 pages,
left no doubt that the beleaguered
agency has been instructed by the ad-
ministration and OMB to ignore the
multiple-use mandate of Congress and
concentrate on cutting trees.

To quote Mr. Burk:

Sources within the agency said the direc-
tive originates from orders given the agency
through the Nixon Administration’s Office of
Management and Budget and that it nulli-
fled plans Chief of the Forest Service John

R. McGuire had sent to his fleld forces last
November.

The effect of the increased timber
emphasis is to “defer or decrease activ-
ities in such areas as research, training,
recreation, area studies, and equipment
maintenance,” Mr. Burk said.

Sample quotations from the Forest
Service memo include:

Cost savings realized through road and
trail system operation shall be reprogrammed
to timber support activities only.

The distribution [under recreation and
public use categories of funding] includes
continuation of funding for landscape man-
agement participation of timber sale areas.

Allotments for land status and line loca-
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tion include continuation of funding to per-
mit marking of land lines and monuments
in support of timber management activities.

In a later article, Mr. George C. Wil-
son, writing in yesterday’s Washington
Post, addressed himself to the same
Forest Service memorandum. He ex-
cerpted significant quotes with regard
to land use planning and recreation:

Fiscal 1974 general land use planning will
be primarily concentrated on the largest
timber producing forests and areas where it
must be done in response to high impact
development (e.g., oil, gas or coal; transmis-

sion lines, ete.) Defer planning for less critie
calareas. . .

Planning for new recreation projects will
not be done in FY 1974. Close high-cost, low-
use facilities. Shift as much work as feasi-

ble to timber purchasers, states and counties,
permittees or contractors . . .

Mr. President, what further proof
could one ask for Mr. Nixon’s continued
insensitivity to all but commercial
values? Aspects of recreation, wildlife,
watershed, land use planning, environ-
mental studies, etc., are to be subordi-
nated to the insatiable demands of in-
dustry for more timber. And all this
despite the fact that inexcusable waste
marks the logging and processing in-
dustries—up to a quarter of every tree is
left on the ground after felling and up
to a quarter of the remainder is left on
the sawmill floor. Funds are slashed
for the Forest Service research which
would remedy this and they are likewise
;s;nst;ed on reforestation after the timber

cut.

Senator MANSFIELD and I are deeply
concerned about the impact of the latest
OMB venture into the management of
Montana's precious natural resources.
We will continue to do all we can to see
that these ruinous policies are corrected,
Our forests are not simply a private pre-
serve of the timber interests, as Mr.
Nixon, Mr. Ash, and Secretary Butz
would have us believe,

Mr. President, both Mr. Burk and Mr.
Wilson are outstanding writers in the
fleld of natural resources. I commend
them for bringing these latest revelations
to the American people. I ask unanimous
consent that their articles, along with
the first 17 pages of the confidential
memorandum, be printed in the REcorp.
These pages, which contain a table of
contents, will give the reader a good idea
of the scope and thrust of the entire
memo:

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

USFS F1ELD FORCES ToLD TO INCREASE TIMBER
Cur
(By Dale A. Burk, Missoulian State Editor)

U.S. Forest Service field forces have been
ordered to direct their activities specifically
at increasing the timber cut on the national
forests while deferring or decreasing activi-
ties in such areas as research, training, rec-
reation, area studies, and equipment main-
tenance.

Additionally, the agency's Washington of-
fice has directed that specific funding for soil
and water management, recreation, wildlife,
road construction and silvicultural manage-
ment are to be used specifically to facilitate
or increase the timber cut rather than con-
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tribute to the items supposedly provided for
in the budgeting process.

These general orders are contained in an
internal Forest Service document obtained
by The Missoulian from sources outside the
agency in Washington, D.C.

Titled “Fiscal Year 1974 President's Budget
Financial Planning Advice,” the 85-page doc-
ument was sent from the Forest Service's
Washington office to reglonal foresters, di-
rectors and area directors.

Sources within the agency said the direc-
tive originates from orders given the agency
through the Nixon administration’s Office of
Management and Budget and that it nullified
plans Chief of the Forest Service John R.
McGuire had sent to his field forces last
November,

The document also calls for a reduction
in Forest Service employes from 20,355 full-
time employes in fiscal 1873 to 18,810 In
fiscal 1974.

“The timber sales program target is 11.7
billion board feet,” the Washington office of
the Forest Service states in the document.
“You are aware that this will be increased.
However, the dollar and manpower allot-
ments shown in this advice do not include
any increases for this purpose. Information
on increased timber sales program will be
handled separately as soon as the situation
is finalized. You should plan to meet all the
targets listed including the social goals and
manpower and dollar savings opportunities.”

The document then advises the field forces
that the Washington office plans to “review
your program activity accomplishments
quarterly in chief and staff meetings” and
that “program adjustments including dollars,
manpower, and targets may be shifted where
performance dictates this action.”

The document states that the 1974 timber
sales figure 1s “consistent with the pro-
grammed allowable harvest level, past sell
and harvest performance levels, environmen-
tal constraints, and salvage and commercial
thinning needs.”

“In light of the current high demand for
timber products for housing, etc., and the
national economic importance of increased
lumber and plywood production, you must
make every effort to insure that these levels
are met or exceeded,” the document states.

The report notes that in addition to regu-
lar funds for timbering operations, fleld offi-
cer's attention is called to *allotments as-
soclated with timber production in other
resource activities.

“The amounts shown are for support of
timber production,” the document states.
“Work plans are to reflect the use of these
funds accordingly.”

The funds are listed under such categories
as range resource management, range re-
vegetation, mining resources, recreation,
wildlife, soil and water management, fire
management and reforestation and stand
improvement.

Specific direction is given in several cate-
gories where funding and activitles are to
be directed at increasing or accelerating the
timber cut. They include orders that:

“Cost savings realized through road and
trail system operation shall be reprogrammed
to timber support activities only.”

“The Forest Development Road and Trail
Program of Work in construction-recon-
struction shall be developed to support, on
order of priority: the prior year carryover
FS contract construction-projects, the fiscal
year 1974 timber sale and harvest program,
the 1975 timber sale program. No other work
is authorized.”

Allotments for land status and line loca-
tion “include continuation of funding to
permit marking of land lines and monu-
ments in support of timber management
activities."

Under recreation and public use categories
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of funding, the document states that “The
distribution includes continuation of fund-
ing for landscape management participation
on timber sale areas” and that “recreation
financing is expected to cover all necessary
landscape management services required for
timber activity planning."

Under wildlife surveys, inventories and
habitat improvement, the Washington office
orders that “the fiscal year 1974 allotment
includes continuation of wildlife expertise
in timber management planning.”

Under soil and water management, the
document orders that “The fiscal year 1974
allotments for soil and water are distributed
to only one item by this office. Allotments
include funding for design support services
related to timber sales preparation and ad-
ministration, including monitoring the ef-
fects of timber management activities.”

Under silvicultural measures, the direc-
tive orders that reforestation and timber
stand improvement efforts are to be made
on sites which afford opportunities for high
returns and that “all work should be done
primarily in those areas where the pro-
grammed allowable harvest levels can be in-
creased soon after reforestation or stand im-
provement work is accomplished success-
fully.”

The directive orders the agency's field
forces under a “planning and inventories”
section to limit land use planning to those
areas where activity levels in the next five
years will be greatest or where high-level
commitments cannot be deferred. It does not
identify these “high-level commitments.”

Also ordered is that existing resource in-
formation is to be used In planning except
where new fleld inventories must be made to
fill critical data gaps.

Specific instructions given the field by the
Washington office in the planning and in-
ventory flelds were:

1. Detailed analyses of most new study
areas will be deferred for fiscal 1974 except
the five areas (not identified) where there
is a firm commitment to Congress or on other
new study areas where such analyses logl-
cally must be conducted in conjunction with
necessary critical planning on adjacent areas.

2. On inventoried roadless areas not se-
lected as new study areas, the planning and
preparation of environmental statements
will be generally limited to only those sltes
required for meeting fiscal year 1975-76 pro-
gram goals.

3. Fiscal year 1974 general land-use plan-
ning will be primarily concentrated on the
largest timber-producing forests and areas
where it must be done in response to high
impact developments. Routine planning on
less critical areas is to be deferred.

4, In fiscal 1974, timber inventory efforts
will be concentrated primarily on the largest-
producing forests and on areas where com-
prehensive land-use plans are in prepara-
tion.

5. For fiscal 1974, examinations of refor-
estation and timber stand improvement
backlog acreages will be deferred on sites ex-
pected to yleld less than 50 cubic feet per
year after treatment.

6. The Inventory of temporary roads speci-
fled in the *“National Forests in a Quality
Environment—Action Plan" will be deferred
for fiscal 1974.

7. Planning for new recreation projects will
not be done in fiscal 1974,

8. Road construction design will be shifted
to timber purchasers where feasible or to
englneering contractors.

Some of the policy outlines issued by the
Washington office in the document include:

Training costs are to be reduced by 30 per
cent in fiscal 1974 with these costs to be
reduced by concentrating on training needed
by employes to perform in their present posi-
tion deferring training needed to prepare
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employees for possible next assigment in
career development, being more critical of
who needs management training, and reduc-
ing the length of training sessions.

Costs associated with attendance of For-
est Service personnel at meetings both with-
in and outside the agency are to be reduced
by limiting attendance only to those meet-
ings “deemed essential" and restricting
agency-financed attendance to functionary
participants.

Inspection of agency actions such as the
general fleld inspection conducted by the
Washington office will be deferred for fiscal
year 1974 and service trips by the agency's
Washington office personnel will not be made
unless specifically requested by the reglons
and approved by the appropriate deputy chief
of the agency.

As many reports as possible will be elimi-
nated or deferred, including *"unit accom-
plishment reports primarily designed for in-
forming the general public will not be pub-
lished in fiscal year 1974.”

Less essential maintenance, replacement
and new purchases of equipment, vehicles
and signs will be deferred and commercial
rather than in-house services will be con-
tracted to “reduce manpower and dollars
which are being utilized by these activities.”

On other functional programs, the agency
will eliminate low priority projects, close
high-cost and low-use facilities, and shift as
much work as feasible to timber purchasers,
states and counties, permittees or contrac-
tors.

This category includes shifting fire detec-
tion and initial fire fighting attacks to the
states, a shift of nursery production to the
states, and contract in fiscal 1974 70 per
cent of the reforestation and timber stand
improvement and 90 per cent of such work in
1975.

Also ordered are extensive testing of sam-~
ple scaling to obtaln timber sales volume
on sales offered after Jan, 1, 1974, with ap-
plication of this technique suggested when-
ever the sampling error is llkely to be with-
in 2 per cent.

The use of third party scaling “will be in-
creased where payoff is most significant,” the
document states. “Most pay off is beyond
F.Y. 74, and W.0. (Washington office) will
develop a package of implementation direc-
tives.”

Recreation operation and maintenance
costs are to be reduced in fiscal 1974 by
closing up to 80 per cent of facllities for
which the standard level of operation and
maintenance is estimated at more than $3 per
visitor day for campground and §6 per visitor
day for picnic, boating and swimming sites,
shortening the periods of operations of fa-
cilities, contracting cleanup work, and open-
ing visitor Information centers later in the
spring and closing them earlier in the fall.

Reglonal centralized Forest Service mate-
rials testing and soils testing labors will be
phased out in fiscal 1974 in Regilon 1 (lo-
cated at Ft. Missoula), Region 4 and Reglon
b and routine testing contracted out.

Cur Morg, FOReST SERVICE ToLD—GUIDELINES
UrGE DOWNPLAY IN RECREATIONAL Usk
(By George C. Wilson)

The U.S. Forest Service must concentrate
on getting trees sold and cut even if this
means postponing or cancelling programs de-
signed to help hikers and others use the na-
tional forests, according to the latest White
House budget guidance.

This Nixon administration philosophy runs
through an 85-page report entitled “Finan-
clal Planning Advice,” which the U.8. Forest
Bervice has sent to its fleld offices around the
country.

John R. McGulre, chief of the U.S. Forest
Bervice, sald the document represents his im-
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plementation of what the White House Office
of Management and Budget wants his agency
to do in fiscal 1974.

MecGuire, while stopping short of disavow-
ing the directive, said “it is unfortunate that
the country is facing inflation and thus can-
not do more for natural resources.” He added
that the budget does not include “everything
we would like to do."

The book of guidance will further fuel the
current controversy over how much the For-
est Service should get to manage the national
forests and who should receive top priority in
using them.

“In light of the current high demand for
timber products for housing, ete.” states
the guidance document, “and the national
economic importance of increased lumber
and plywood production, you must make
every effort to insure that these levels are met
or exceeded.”

The levels refer to the amount of timber
that can be sold and cut from the national
forests. Secretary of Agriculture Earl L. Butz
and John T. Dunlop, director of the Presi-
dent's Cost of Living Council, announced on
May 20 that 10 per cent more timber would
be sold off in calendar 1873 than eontem-
plated originally for fiscal 1973. The amount
for that year and fiscal 1974 is 11.8 billion
board feet, more than can safely be cut in
the opinion of some conservationists, but
not in the view of McGuire.

McGuire has said however, that the For-
est Bervice is way behind schedule in re-
planting the forests—a pacing item for deter-
mining how many trees can be cut down
without reducing the yearly yield.

The guldance document stresses that in
spending money, productive areas of the na-
tional forests should take precedence over
the out-of-way places favored by hikers
birdwatchers, hunters and fishermen:

“Limit land-use planning to those areas
where activity levels in the next flve years
will be greatest or where high-level commit-
ments cannot be deferred . . . Fiscal 1974
general land use planning will be primarily
concentrated on the largest timber produc-
ing forests and areas where it must be done
in response to high Impact developments
(e.g., oll, gas or coal; transmission lines; ete.).
Defer routine planning for less critical
BTeas. . . .

“Planning for new recreation projects will
not be done in FY 1974,” the document con-
tinues. “Close high-cost, low-use facilities.
Shift as much work as feasible to timber
purchasers, states and countles, permittees or
contractors . . .”

Further, the guidance book states, “recrea-
tion operation and maintenances costs will be
reduced by giving consideration to closing up
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to 80 per cent of facilities for which stand-
ard level of operation and maintenance is
estimated to cost more than $3 per visitor-
day for campground and §6 per visitor-day
for pienic, boating and swimming sites. Ex-
ceptions where justified can be made . . .”

In guidance which goes against the new
trend for people to use parks and forests in
the off-season to avoid crowds, the document
states that U.S. forest facilities will be open
a shorter time than usual in the off season
in fiscal 1974.

In discussing roads and trails that run
through the natlonal forests, the budget
guidance stated that any money saved in
maintaining those routes “shall be repro-
grammed to timber support activities.”

This type of emphasis and the amount of
money in the Nixon administration budget
for the Forest Service is only part of the
reason the service has suddenly become s0
controversial. Other reasons include the
growing number of people who want to use
the forests for recreation, the militancy of
environmental groups who are suing the
Forest Service over its tree-cutting practices
in a number of places, and qualms among
lawmakers about shipping U.S. logs to Japan
at a time when timber supplies are limited.

FiscarL YEArR 1974 PRESIDENT'S BUDGET
FINANCIAL PLANNING ADVICE

Reply to: 6520 Financial Management.
To: Regional Foresters, Directors and Area
Directors.

The attached tentative fleld planning ad-
vice for fiscal year 1974 supersedes the fi-
nancial portion of the Chief’s Program and
‘Work Planning Advice sent to you on Novem-
ber 22, 1972. Use the new advice to update
your work and financial plans.

The financial situation and redirection was
covered in detail at the March 29 and 30 Re-
glonal Foresters and Directors meeting. The
fund distribution for NPS programs is the
result of discussions at this meeting. The
Research and S&PF programs remain about
the same as the November advice except for
the allocation accounts and the C-M 2 pro-
gram, which 1s based on a $16 million level.

The fleld distribution assumes a $3.3 mil-
lion and 108 PFT position reduction in the
Washington Office compared with fiscal year
1973. This Is being accomplished through
normal attrition by filling no vacancies above
GS-8 elther existing or expected unless ab-
solutely necessary. Where an essential posi-
tlon must be filled, we will (a) try to shift
prorities within the Washington Office Divi-
slon concerned; (b) shift prioritles within
the Deputy Area; or (¢) go to Chief and
Staff with a proposal to fill by reassignment
from another Deputy Area or from the fleld.
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The travel from this office has been modi-
fied from that shown in the November advice.
Specific details will follow. You should also
closely examine travel and meeting locations
which require special per diem rates.

The timber sales program target is 11.7
billion board feet. You are aware that this
will be increased. However, the dollar and
manpower allotments shown in this advice
do not include any increases for this pur-
pose. Information on increased timber sales
program will be handled separately as soon
as the situation is finalized. You should plan
to meet all the targets listed including the
social goals and manpower and dollar sav-
ings opportunities.

We plan to review your program activity
accomplishments quarterly in Chief and Staff
meeting. Program adjustments including
dollars, manpower, and targets may be shifted
where performance dictates this action.

The allotments do not include any allow-
ance for the last pay ralse. We have not
recelved any Instructions on how increased
1974 pay costs associated with E.O, 11691
will be handled. However, you should plan
on receiving funds for this purpose until
advised further. In accomplishing this we
suggest that you use current salary rates in
your plans and use an adjusting entry to
‘bring your dollar totals into agreement
with amounts contained herein.

Included in this package is a summary of
approved recommendations and action being
taken as a result of Associate Chief Resler's
interdisciplinary teams which reviewed
special projects, methods of doing business
and training, meetings and inspections. You
will note that program activity targets have
been assigned for selected items. Please let
us have your ideas on targets which should be
assigned for any other items by June 11.

The actions required to conform with the
ten standard Reglons will require adjust-
ments at some Reglonal Offices, Statlon head-
quarters and the S&PF Area Offices. Fund-
ing, stafing, and attainment targets will be
modified accordingly. We will move as rapldly
as possible in providing you with the in-
formation you need to plan effectively in
response to forthcoming organizational
changes. However, we urge you to firm up
your field unit plans without delay because
only minor changes are anticipated below the
Reglonal Office level.

DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYMENT CEILINGS

The following table shows the tentative
distribution of fiscal year 1974 employment
cellings. This distribution is subject to
change as the Reglons are realigned.

TENTATIVE FISCAL YEAR 1974 EMPLOYMENT CEILING DISTRIBUTION

Mar. 17,
1973
actual
(PFT)

Fiscal {;ﬂ

(PFT)
ceiling

Fiscal
{371
(PFT)

ceiling

“‘Other" ceilin
budget subm

Fiscal year
1'9?3

—1973
ions

**Other” ceilings—1973

Mar. 17, Fiscal Yaar budget submissions
1973 974

actual (PFT)

?iscal resr Fiscal ;ear
(PFT) ceiling 973 974

FEPISosata iy
SRERESENG

1,934
982

956
1,282
2,731
3,533
2,304 h
1,473 1,218
279 123

78

15, 474

17,817

133
101

ITF (to R-8)

12 Washin offi
a ca.
f ington

234 118

655
13

18, 810 18, 575

! Includes 10 ceilings for research work units NE-1110 and NE-1199, Beltsville.

3 R-1, R-4.

* ITF ceiling allotted to R-8. 13 ceilings provided for research project work and balance for

NFS, S. & PF., and support services.
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TRAINING, MEETINGS AND INSPECTIONS POLICY
A. Training

Our target for fiscal year 1974 1s to reduce
training costs by 30 percent. However, es-
sential training activities will be conducted
as follows:

1. Training needed to carry out special em=-
phasis programs resulting from legislation,
executive or Chief’s direction (e.g., pollution
abatement, upward mobility, timber pro-
duction, environmental quality monitoring,
civil rights, executive development (OMB
A-44) ete.).

2. Tralning needed to accomplish recurrent
management and production tasks under es-
tablished output programs (e.g., safety, job
certification and/or qualification for timber
management, fire, engineering, and fiscal re-
sponsibility).

8. Training needed to meet minimum re-
quirements for orientation and supervisory
skills, ete.

Training costs will be reduced by:

1. Concentrating on training needed by em-
ployees to perform in their present positions
(exception might be upward mobility and
executive development for line officers).

2. Deferring training needed to prepare for
possible next assignment (career develop-
ment).

8. Being much more critical in decisions
regarding who needs management training
(E-T, SED, SIMM).

4. Considering alternatives to full-time
training.

5. Exploring possibilities for savings by re-
viewing length of sessions, location of train-
ing, numbers of participants and training
methods.

B. Meetings

Costs assoclated with attendance at meet-
tings will be reduced. The following guide-
lines apply:

External Meetings

1, Limit through priority evaluation the
number of meetings iIn which the “OFFI-
OIAL"” Forest Services presence is deemed
essential.

2. Restrict FS-financed attendance to prin-
cipally functionary participants (i.e., officers,
committee members, etc.). Encourage at-
tendance on officlal time, w/o per diem.

3. Reduce number of officlal attendees to
the minimum and have one person “cover"
the meeting for the Forest Service, when
practical.

Internal Meetings

1. Examine traditional annual meetings to
test if they still meet the need for which
originally designed (and especially if they
must be held in fiscal year 1974).

2. Examine length and location (especially
where special per diem rates are needed) of
meetings,

3. Closely examine number of attendees.

4. Seek alternatives (use other forms of
communication) .

These guidelines will be followed in ap-
plying the following procedures:

1. All meetings, attendance, and locations
will be reviewed carefully by the concerned
Deputy for WO-approved meetings. All meet-
ing attendance will be approved in writing.
Location evaluation for internal meetings
will be documented.

2. Reglonal Foresters, Station Directors,
and Area Directors will impose formal meet-
ing controls, authorize meeting attendance
in writing, and keep records where this is
not being done. Records will document loca-
tion evaluation for internal meetings.

C. Inspections

All GFI's imposed by the Washington Of-
fice will be deferred for fiscal year 1974 unless
specifically requested by the appropriate
Deputy Chief.

Washington Office service trips will not be
made unless specifically requested by the
Reglons, Stations or Areas and/or established
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and approved by the appropriate Deputy
Chief.

The GII of Eastern-Northeastern and the
GRI of the Southern Station will be post-
poned. Other inspections and program re=-
views will be conducted under our inspection
standards whenever determined essential in
providing firm program direction in meeting
goals and evaluation of quality controls.

Based upon the standard Reglon reorga-
nization, Forest GII's will be postponed in
Reglons, 1, 3, and 4.

Inspections of Forests being studied for
combination in Regions 2, 6, 6, and 8 will be
postponed due to the disrupting effects of
these studies.

Functional assistance trips to Forests,
S&PF fleld locations and Research work units
will be closely scrutinized. Approval proce-
dures will be imposed by Reglons, Stations
and Areas.

SAVINGS OFPORTUNITIES
For special projects and methods of doing
business

During the March 29-30, 1973 RF&D meet-
ing, a list of potential opportunities for dol-
lar and manpower shifts and/or savings for
F. Y. 1974 was reviewed and commented
upon. Based upon RF&D comments received
and further review by Chlef of Staff, the fol-
lowing specific items and/or direction are
approved and will be implemented Service-
wide for F. Y, 1974,

As part of this package, we are also placing
those specific actions that can be reasonably
quantified as reportable items in the quar-
terly program activity summary, We plan to
monitor progress towards accomplishment
of the tasks listed.

Category and general description

A, Information systems and reports:

General opportunity—Defer implementa-
tion of new systems and inventories, Reduce
the frequency of detalled functional reports.
Consolidate reports where feasible,

Bpecific opportunity:

1. The Biennial updating of the Project
Work Inventory for ¥F. Y, 1874 has been can-
celled.

2. During the July 1978 annual review of
the Forest Service Reports Schedule, Make a
maximum effort to identify internally gen-
erated reports that can be eliminated or at
least: deferred for flscal year 1974 such as the
annual Range Statistical report.

8. The Inform project will be maintained
at the F. Y, 1973 level and the previously
planned expansion to accelerate completion
of the project will be deferred for F. Y. 1874.

4, The S&PF multiple accomplishment re-
port will be revised to achleve an approxi-
mate $7,600 reduction in cost.

6. Unit accomplishment reports primarily
designed for informing the general public
will not be published in F.¥. 1874. (le.,—
Regilonal or Forest Annual report).

6. The collection of RIM data will be 1im-
ited to only the collection of sufficlent data
to maintain the system for F.¥Y. 1974.

Category and general description

B. Business services and I&E:

General—Reduce the overall level of serv-
ices and staffing but maintain quality of
work for tasks undertaken.

Specific opportunity:

1. Each Regional Forester, Director and
Area Director will, singly and jointly, review
and capture those feasible opportunities for
combination of business management stafl-
ing units where two or more headquarters
exist In one locallity. Criteria for considera-
tion will include a measure of the impact on
the efficiency of the units being supported.
Increased efficlency of the business manage-
ment unit alone may not be an adequate
basis for a combination.

2. The existing stafing at the NFO will be
assigned to operating positions as rapidly as
possible. Target date for completion is June
30, 1974.
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8. Forest Service voucher staffing will be
reduced commensurate with the shift of work
to the USDA Central Voucher Payment Cen-
ter. Target date for completion is December
1978 based on anticipated implementation of
CVPC Phase II, prior to that date.

4. Based on the experience, and cost/bene-
fit information galned from a current trial of
work processing methods, use of word proc-
essing techniques, Mag Card Typewriters
and standardized responses to routine cor-
respondence will be accelerated at the W. O.
Fleld units are encouraged to do the same.

5. Multi-color publications will be reduced
to an absolute minimum for ¥.¥. 1974 Serv-
ice-wide.

6. As a target for 7/1/74, Business Man-
agement staffing will be adjusted in propor-
tion to overall program reductions Service-
wide. B&F, Adm. Services, Resource and Per-
sonnel Management sections and/or activ-
ities will be combined where efficlencies can
be obtained. This will require withdrawal of
some delegations to lower levels (e.g., 8.0.'s)
and consolidation at higher levels or with
other management activities. Recognize that
some Jjobs will have to be done by other pro-
fessional and business management staff.

7. In view of the current impact of reduced
dollars and manpower ceilings on all pro-
grams, across-the-board support activities
for I&E efforts, (spending and manpower)
will be reduced proportionately to other pro-
gram reductions Service-wide,

Category and general proposal

C. Planning and inventories; Limit land-
use planning to those areas where activity
levels in the next flve years will be greatest
or where high-level commiltments cannot be
deferred. Use existing resource information
except where new fleld inventories must be
made to fill critical data gaps., Coordinate
functional inventory efforts to facilitate de-
velopment of comprehensive land-use plans,
Contract data collection and design work
to the maximum feasible extent.

Specific opportunity:

1, Detailed analyses of most new Study
Areas will be deferred for F. Y. 74 except
the 5 Areas where there is a firm commitment
to Congress or on other new study areas
where such analyses logically must be con-
ducted in conjunction with necessary criti-
cal planning on adjacent areas.

2. On inventorled roadless areas not se-
lected as new study areas, the planning and
preparation of environmental statements will
be generally limited to only those sites re-
qlfurmed for meeting F. Y. 1975-76 program
g 3
3. .Y, 1974 general land-use planning will
be primarily concentrated on the largest
timber producing Forests and areas where it
must be done in response to high impact
developments (e.g.,, oil, gas or coal; transe
mission lines; etc.) Defer routine planning
or less critical areas.

4. In F. Y. 1974, timber inventory efforts
will be concentrated primarily on the larg-
est-producing Forests and on areas where
comprehensive land-use plans are in prep-
aration.

5. For P. Y. 1974, examinations of reforesta-
tion and TSI backlog acreages will be de-
ferred on sites expected to yleld less than
50 cubic feet per year after treatment, and
on the roadless areas where development
must be deferred pending completion of de-
tailed study analyses. Contract routine ex-
aminations.

6. The inventory of temporary roads specl-
fled in the National Forests in a Quality En-
vironment—Action Plan will be deferred for
F. Y. 1974.

7. Planning for new recreation projects will
not be done in F. Y, 1874.

Ba. Road construction design will be shift-
ed to timber purchasers where feasible or
to engineering contractors,

b. Engineering design staff should be con~
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solidated in technical support centers rather
than maintaining separate staffl at Ranger
District or Supervisors’ office as opportuni-
ties permit.

9. Maintain spending for FRES implemen=
tation to the dollars required to malntain
the 1973 level of development of the system.
Do not request field particlpation not cov-
ered by that funding,

Category and general description

Specific opportunity:

D. Equipment, vehicles, and signs:

General opportunity—Defer less essential
maintenance, replacement, and new pur=-
chases. Use commercial sources rather than
in-house. This would reduce the manpower
and dollars which are being utilized by these
activities.

Specific opportunity:

1, Preventive maintenance of radios as rec-
ommended by the telecommunications study,
will be phased out in F, Y. 1074.

2a. All new purchases of alrcraft will be
deferred for F. Y. 1974. Emphasis will be
placed on safety and Improving business
management practices of alr operations.

b. Alrcraft that should not be replaced
will be identified and phased out. Rental
alrcraft will be used where more economical.

¢. Identify and retain only those few F. 8.
owned afrcraft that should be retained on
basis of efficlency, and/or special purpose
high priority aircraft that cannot be obtained
by contract.

3. Reglons will use commercial, state or
prison shops in lleu of Forest Service sign
shops. Exception should be made only in very
specific cases where commercial sources can-
not provide very unique or highly speclalized
sl

gns.

4. Bign replacement and new signing will
be deferred except for necessary safety pre-
cautlons and new entry informational signs
until fiscal year 1975.

5. As a target, the Forest Service will shift
emphasis toward use of GSA or other rental
of needed fleet equipment and reduce fleet
size 20 percent Servicewide in fiscal year 1974,
Replacement will be deferred accordingly.
Use MASS rent vs buying analysis tech-
nigues to help make decisions.

6. As a target, approximately 30 of the 77
equipment maintenance shops will be elim-
inated in fiscal year 1974. Commercial serv-
ices will be used wherever possible. The MASS
publication “In House and Out House Ve-
hicle Repairs” should be used as a basis for
helping make these decisions. A few shops
should be retained because of such factors
as remoteness from commercial facilities,
need for support during fire emergencies
and lack of availability during season of use.
Complete phase out is not a final objective,
but close-out should occur where dollar and
manpower savings exist, and we can provide
adequate service.

7. There will be a 20 percent reduction
Bervice-wide in ownership of speclalized
equipment, such as hydroseeders, dozers and
road graders in fiscal year 1974,

8. There will be a reduction in the cur-
rent equipment development and testing pro-
gram performed in-house. This will be done
by deferring projects in timber, fire, range,
and recreation and by contracting more work
to commerclal shops and to commercial test-
ing laboratories. New equipment develop-
ment and testing projects evolving from
RD&A and other high priority projects will
also be done. Advances in equipment devel-
opment by the private sector will be thor-
oughly analyzed for all possible Forest Serv=
ice applications.

Category and general proposal

Specific opportunity:

E. Other functional programs: Eliminate
low-priority projects. Close high-cost, low-
use facilities. Shift as much work as feasible
to timber purchasers, States and counties,
permittees or contractors.
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1a. Fire detection will be contracted start-
ing in F.Y. 1974 to States for selected Forests
or parts of Forests where States can provide
adequate service without increasing the cost
of detectlon.

b. Initial attack will be contracted start-
ing In F.Y. 1974 to States for selected Forests
or parts where States can provide adequate
services without increasing the cost of ini-
tial attack.

2a, A shift of nursery production o States
will be accelerated where existing State nur-
series can produce adequate stock for equal
or lower cost than Forest Service. Begin
with Fall 1973 and Spring 1974 seedbed
preparation., Tentatively, specific Forest
Service nurseries to be considered would be:
Bend and Wind River in R-6; Chittenden and
Towney in Michigan; and Eveleth in Minne-
sota. Other opportunities exist. Stress should
be toward identifying feasibility of coopera~-
tion agreements with State(s).

b. The feasibility of contracting for State
operation of existing F. S. nurseries in Colo-
rado, Nebraska, and California will be ini-
tiated early in 1974. Private sources will also
be explored if necessary.

3. Opportunities for consolidating the tree
improvement programs (seed orchard nursery
management) of NFS, B&PF and Research
will be examined early in 1974, Should prob-
ably be in NFS or S&PF. Also, work toward
state and private industry involvement. 80%
of seed orchards are in South. Try to lease
to state or cooperative private nursery where
feasible.

4. As a target, 70 percent of F.Y, 1974 re-
forestation and TSI work and 90 percent of
F.Y. 1976 work should be contracted.

ba. Extensive testing of sample scaling to
obtain timber sales volume will be initiated
on sales offered after 1/1/74. Suggest applica-
tion whenever sampling error is likely to be
within 2 percent

b, The use of 8rd party scaling will be
increased where pay off 1s most significant.
Most pay off 18 beyond F.Y. “74”, and W. O.
will develop a package of implementation
directives.

6. As a target for F.Y. 1974, recreation op-
eration and malntenance costs will be re-
duced by glving consideration to:

&. Closing up to 80 percent of facilities for
which standard level of operation and main-
tenance is estimated to cost more than $3.00
per visitor day for campground and $6.00 per
visitor day for pienic, boating and swimming
sites. Exceptions where justified can be made.
Proximity of other federal and private facili-
ties and opportunities for private sector and
private management to provide service will
be used as part of criteria to determine level
provided by Forest Service.

b. Periods of operation of facilities will be
shortened to reduce offseason cost where ap-
propriate.

c. As a target for F.Y. 1974, 80 percent of
cleanup work will be contracted.

7. VIS center operating costs will be re-
duced by:

a. Deferring opening of centers in spring,
closing early in fall, especially those centers
with low use and high manpower require-
ments. Encourage self service opportunities.
Make maximum use of Volunteers in the Na-
tional Forest Act of 1072.

b. Consider closing those centers with
lowest-use-to-manpower requirements ratio.

c. Implementation of Project Hiking will
be deferred indefinitely.

8. Spending for barometer watersheds and
assoclated manpower will be reduced by 20
percent. Target will be to reduce number of
barometer watersheds, not to cut activity on
each one now monlitored.

9. As a guide, road maintenance costs will
be reduced by:

8. Closing roads (if physically possible)
where expected use benefits over the next &
years are less than projected maintenance
costs;
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b. Shifting maintenance to States, counties
and other institutions wherever feasible,

c. Shifting an additional 20 percent
planned force account maintenance to con-
tracts.

d. Programming a maximum feasible share
of road maintenance through timber sale
contracts.

e. Capturing opportunities for cooperator
to do maintenance work for Forest Service
when he is in the area.

10. Regional centralized F, S. materials
testing and soils testing labs will be phased
out In F. Y. 1974 In R-1, R4 and R-5 and
routine testing contracted out. However, a
central materials engineering capability
should be retained and carried out by the
Regional materials Engineer for Quality
Control.

11. Participation in Cooperative Manpower
tralning programs will be geared to the op-
portunities available under the Administra-
tion Poliey of decentralization and decategor-
ization through implementation of special
manpower revenue sharing in F. Y. 1974.

12. Staffing and spending for International
Forestry will be reduced by approximately
20 percent in F. ¥, 1974.

THE CHILD ABUSE BILL, S. 1191

Mr. EENNEDY, Mr. President, I would
like vo take this time to express my sup-
port for the child abuse bill. The bill, S.
1191, passed the Senate on July 14, gives
national attention and priority to a prob-
lem that should not and cannot be ig-
nored. Child abuse incidences have
reached a crisis stage over the years and
today child abuse has been reported as
the No. 1 killer of children in Amer-
ica. The American Academy of Pediat-
rics has given it the highest priority
among unsolved health problems of chil-
dren. Over 250,000 cases of child abuse
and neglect were reported last year. Of
this number, 50,000 received permanent
injuries and an estimated 700 to 800 died.
Surveys of the statistics show that the
majority of abused children are under 4
years old and that the incidence of abuse
involving females is higher than that af-
fecting males. Moreover, these cases
show that both parents are often guilty
and that child abuse cases involve chil-
dren of all races and religions, and in
homes of all socioeconomic levels, but
most frequently in poorer families.

Prior to 1960, only two States had laws
providing for the reporting of child
abuse. As the problem became more wide-
spread, States began to legislate new
laws to protect children against this kind
of treatment. Since 1960, every State has
provided some type of law for the report-
ing of child abuse and neglect. These laws
in many instances, curtailed child abuse,
but too many times they have proved
inadequate, because courts vary in their
interpretation of abuse and child wel-
fare agencies fail to provide sufficient
comprehensive followup to the families
involved. The cyclical nature of child
abuse lends itself to the need for well
developed ongoing family-child oriented
programs, Authorities in the field attest
that 90 percent of parent abusers could
be helped in such family-type programs.
Since 1966, a few such crisis type and
community-hospital treatment programs
have been developed and put into op-
eration. However, in the face of cutbacks
of all social programs, such programs
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will be seriously affected and as a result
their effectiveness will be lessened.

An example would be my home State
of Massachusetts, where reports of child
abuse incidences have been set at 7,000
per year. These incidences were reported
by the police department, Children’s Pro-
tective Service, and the Division of Child
Guardianship. Such high statistics indi-
cate the urgent needs of this problem and
suggest how important it is that we act
now to help solve the problem. Since 1970,
in Boston alone, there have been 13
deaths due to child abuse. Three of these
children had been previously known to
the Department of Public Welfare as vic-
tims of child abuse.

The Massachusetts Department of
Welfare is unable to handle the large
number of abuse cases they receive. The
staff suffers from large caseloads, fre-
quent turnovers in employment status,
inadequate access to needed legal and
psychiatric information and dwindling
financial support for carrying out their
programs. Consequently the kind of help
that they could provide is not available
and though many children receive some
treatment for the abuse they suffer, too
often they are returned to environments
where no change has occurred. Fortu-
nately in Massachusetts the problem is
eased by other resourceful agencies. One
such agency is the Children's Protective
Service or the Massachusetts Society for
the Prevertion of Cruelty to Children.
In that statewide voluntary agency, pri-
vately solicited funds and an endowment
make it possible to sustain assistance to
many families. The agency accepts refer-
rals from all sources and last year they
saw over 1,400 cases of child abuse yet
costs have forced CPS to take only one
out of every three of their referrals and
to close some of their cases that would
probably benefit from longer periods of
observation.

Other agencies that help to meet the
need are the hospitals. Boston City Hos-
pital, because of increasing numbers of
abuse cases is serving as a protective
shelter for children. Children’s Hospital
has established a multispecialty inter-
agency child abuse group which works
with the parents and child in the home.
At Massachusetts General Hospital, a
similar team approach is being devel-
oped. These programs, though obviously
helpful are conducted at an expense to
the hospital. More such programs are
needed. Not only by children in the State
of Massachusetts, but children in every
city where inadequate help is provided in
this area. At a time when child service
programs have been recognized as inade-
quate and child abuse stands as the No.
1 killer of children, then I feel very
strongly that S. 1191 should be enacted
to stop these senseless and tragic deaths.
The factual knowledge and skills to be
gained with the implementation of S.
1191 will provide safeguards for every
child who might be abused, and I am
pleased to see its passage.

S. 1560—EXTENSION OF THE EMER-
GENCY EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1971

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
want to express my support for S. 1560,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

a bill to extend the Emergency Employ-
ment Act of 1971. This bill provides pub-
lic service employment for Vietnam
veterans, long-term unemployed persons,
and the disadvantaged.

It will also allow 6,000 Washington
State workers employed today under this
program, to keep their jobs. Yesterday,
the Senate overwhelmingly passed S.
1559, a bill to provide job training for
the disadvantaged. Together, these bills
provide a powerful program for those
workers needing training and a job.

The Emergency Employment Act of
1971 has worked. Local officials have
hailed it as the best Federal program en-
acted in the last 4 years. The jobs created
under EEA have been meaningful and
productive.

Congress should extend this program.
As Senator NEersow, the distinguished
floor manager knows, I have led the fight
as chairman of the Labor, Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare Appropriation Sub-
committee, to see that this program re-
ceives full funding.

In fiscal year 1972, I floor managed the
appropriation bill that provided the ini-
fial $1 billion to get this program started.
In fiscal year 1973, my subcommittee pro-
vided $1.25 billion for EEA. Once this au-
thorization bill is enacted, I pledge my
efforts to provide additional funds in
fiscal year 1974.

Does it not make sense to give a per-
son a job instead of paying him unem-
ployment compensation or welfare bene-
fits? People in my State want to work. In
1969, the unemployment rate stood at 3.3
percent in Washington State. In 1971, at
the height of the so-called Nixon reces-
sion, unemployment totaled 15 percent
and my State was experiencing an eco-
nomic recession. Today, unemployment
still stands at 7.5 percent—well above the
national average—and yet the adminis-
tration wants to end the EEA program
which now provides 6,126 jobs in Wash-
ington State. This is an absolute mistake.

I want to express praise to Chairman
NEeLson and Senator Javits for their out-
standing leadership in providing the Na-
fion with meaningful manpower training
and public service employment programs,
Thousands of persons will benefit from
their efforts.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the Recorp some statis-
tics on the impact of the EEA program
in Washington State and a copy of my
testimony before the committee in sup-
port of both 8. 1560 and S. 1559.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM—CURRENT EMPLOYMENT
AND CUMULATIVE EMPLOYMENT, FEBRUARY 1973

69,292,372

1, 202, 500

470, 650
2,186, 827
11, D44, 986
s 2 324,532
King County_ 13, 832, 266
Pierce County 29, 603 3,192,379
Snohomish County_ 6, 996, 704
Whatcom County 204 1,009,703
gltsan County.___ 368 1,838,777

2,511,367
‘ashington Indian Tribes _ 9 97 785
Balance of Washington_ ... 5 22,235,79%

Clark County.
Thurston Coun

Yakima County.oo-ooome-n
ttl

b
<
<
T

July 28, 1978

[From Hearing, Friday, May 4, 1973]
JoB TRAINING AND Em;.omm LEGISLATION,
1973
U.S. BENATE, SUBCOMMITTEE oN EmM-

PLOYMENT, POVERTY, AND MIGRA~

TORY L'ABOR OF THE COMMITTEE ON

LaBOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess,
at 10 a.m. in room 4200, Dirksen Office Bulld-
ing, Senator Gaylord Nelson (chalrman) pre=
siding.

Present: Senators Nelson, Taft, Dominick,
and Schwelker.

Committee staff members present: Richard
E. Johnson, counsel; and John K. Scales,
minority counsel.

Senator NeLsow. Our first witness this
Eornmg is Senator Magnuson of Washing-

n.

Senator, the committee is very pleased to
have you before the committee this morning.
Your statement will be printed in full in the
record, and you present it in whatever way
you wish.

BTATEMENT OF HON. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, A
U.S. BENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WASHING=-
TON

Senator MaeNUsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chair=
man, I appreciate the opportunity to be here
not only to testify on this particular bill, but
this is one of my first opportunities to thank
this committee for the fine cooperation we
had over the past 2 years in getting support
for my two major extensions of unemploy=
ment insurance. Unemployment has been a
very serious matter in many areas of the Na-
tion, including my State. This problem fits
into a proper discussion of this particular
bill, too.

Now, the act before you, and I want to
commend the Senator from Wisconsin, Sena=
tor Nelson, and Senator Javits for their ef-
forts to initiate reforms in the Nation’s man-
power training program.

I especially endorse section 201(b)(9) of
thelr bill. Specifically, this section authorlzes
transitional public service employment as
one of the allowable activities that a prime
sponsor under the act may engage in.

As the chairman knows, I have been a very
strong supporter of the Emergency Employ=
ment Act of 1871, which this committee is
responsible for authorizing after, I might
add, a very long and bitter struggle with the
administration.

As chalrman of the Labor, Health, Educa=
tion, and Welfare Appropriations Subcom=-
mittee. I think I have had some experience
with that, I floor-managed the appropria-
tion bill providing the initial $1 billion in
funding for the Emergency Employment
Act; and In fiscal year 1973, my subcommit-
tee approved an additional $1.25 billion for
this critical job-producing program.

The Emergency Employment Act of 1971
made possible, and I am sure this commit-
tee has the flgures, but I want to repeat
them, for 192,675 federally-supported public
service jobs for unemployed and underem-
ployed workers in fiscal year 1972,

Now, had they all been on the relief rolls,
or had they received some form of unemploy-
ment insurance, this would have been more
costly in real terms. At that peak, 9,000 of
these jobs were being held by unemployed
Washington State workers in my State.

It 1s with this background in mind that I
oppose the decision by the Nixon administra-
tion to phase out EEA. That decision is
premature, in my judgment, because the na-
tional rate of unemployment, 5 percent, is
still far too high.

In the State of Washington, the total rate
of unemployment is still 8.3 percent, but I
think 9.5 would be a figure closer to actual
truth,

In Washington State, 6,176 people are now
working because of the Emergency Employ=
ment Act of 1971, If this program is ended,
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these people will lose thelr existing jobs and,
because unemployment is so high in Wash-
ington State, many will be forced to accept
some form of government-sponsored relief.

May I add something here which I talked
to the chairman about many times infor-
mally, when people go on relief, or have to
go on rellef, the minimum cost is $4,2560 a
year, I know that. That is the minimum,
and then you figure the humility, the em-
barrassment, men that want to work, they
do not even want to tell their neighbors they
are on rellef, and it all adds up to the need
for a program like public employment for
the unemployed.

Now, I sald the decision is premature, and
over 6,000 workers are involved now in my
State. This simply does not make sense to me.
If these people are working and providing
local government with a vital service, why
should the Federal Government terminate
their jobs? Particularly when not enough
private sector jobs exist in many areas of
the Nation.

Mr. Chairman, it was with this problem
in mind that I contacted your subcommittee
about adding a provision to 8. 1599 that
would allow prime sponsors at their discre-
tion to use their funds for public service
employment jobs if the prime sponsor deter-
mined that this was the wisest use of lim-
ited manpower training dollars, and that is
what you are trying to do in your bill, as I
understand it.

It is obvious to me that training an indi-
vidual for a job that does not exist is the
worst possible use of these resources. The
individual living in a State with a high rate
of unemployment wants a job, not a training
course.

More specifically, under section 201(b) (9)
prime sponsors in Washington could use most
of their manpower funds, for as long as nec-
essary, to provide public service employment
to the unemployed, including engineers,
sclentists, and techniclans.

Of course, as soon as local officials find that
community manpower needs have changed,
they would be free to reallocate their man-
power sources among other activities sug-
gested In section 201 in order to meet new
priorities.

I feel that my State and the local units
of government within its boundaries are
ready to assume responsibiltiy for this type
of decislonmaking.

They have been progressively prepared for
undertaking such programs by being involved
in Federal manpower projects and locally
funded manpower activities and by receiv-
ing mayors’ and Governors’' grants for the

urpose of coordinating manpower planning,

The city of Seattle and surrounding units
of government including King and Snohom-
ish Countles have formed a consortium in
order to be designated as a pilot comprehen-
sive manpower program, CMP.

As such, they would receive a bloc grant
for several categorical manpower programs
rather than a separate grant for each pro-

gram,

I hope that the Department of Labor will
Boon approve their CMP application. These
units of government have certainly shown
an outstanding ability to run a wide varlety
of manpower activities.

Recently, they rapidly mounted very com-
plex and responsive manpower program ac-
tivities to implement the provislons of the
Emergency Employment Act.

In addition to this desirable flexibility in
delivery that S. 1699 authorizes, I like the
nature of the public service employment au-
thorized—transitional employment for un-
employed and underemployed persons in jobs
providing needed public services.

Since all manpower efforts are focused
upon preparing people for, and matching
them with, exlsting jobs, it is logical that
funds for public employment programs
should be limited to those enabling partic-
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ipants to move onto the employer's regular
payroll or obtain other suitable public or
private employment.

In conclusion, I believe that public service
employment can often be a very effective
means of resolving manpower problems.

However, I think that State and local of-
ficlals are in the best position to determine
when an individual will benefit more from
public service employment than from another
manpower activity.

Therefore, I favor the approach embodied
in section 201 of 5. 1669 which would inte-
grate public service employment as but one
allowable activity in a comprehensive man-
power system.

Bo, I heartily endorse the bill, I compli-
ment you people on bringing it to the atten-
tion of the Senate, and I think this is very
desirable flexibility in trying to meet this
problem.

Senator NeLsoN. We appreciate your tak-
ing the time to come over this morning to
present your testimony.

Senator MacNuUsoN. Thank you. One thing
I want to add, Senator, is that manpower
training is a laudable goal.

We try to do the best we can, but when
you get down to the Appropriations Com-
mittee with the Department of Labor, the
hearings will start next week, you will find
the number of enrollees who are put into,
as it were, the pipeline for training, and
then the number of jobs that are available
when they come out, it is a pretty sad story.
Your bill attempts to provide both train-
ing and jobs.

Senator NeLson. That is what it is all about,

I am puzzled myself by the timing of the
administration’s proposal to terminate the
program,

In any event with the unemployment at
the level it is, the program should be con-
tinued for another year or two or three.

I quite frankly myself think you ought to
have a permanent public service employment
act.

Senator MacNUsoN. You are so right, I
have often thought the same thing, in view
of the fact that we have such difficulties, as
you will recall vividly, on the Senate floor,
and going over to the House, in getting as-
sistance for the long-term unemployed.

The Congressman from Wisconsin was a
lot of trouble, as you recall, and I think he
was serlous about what he was saylng, but
I think we have got to consider some point
on the unemployment question when we
have a permanent plece of legislation. I do
not know what figure you might use, 6 per-
cent, 6% percent, the experts will figure it
out, but when it reaches that, unemployment
benefits are expended or a Job is offered.

Thank you.

Senator NeLsoN. The next witness is Mr.
Eenneth Young, assistant director of the
Department of Legislation, AFL-CIO.

Your statement will be printed in full in
the record. You may present it however you
please.

It would be helpful if the witness would
:uﬁ:c.mlze the main points of the presen-

ation.

A PUERTO RICAN ANNIVERSARY

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, I want
to express my own warm personal con-
gratulations to the Governor of the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, Rafael Her-
nandez Col6n, and to the people of the
Commonwealth during this week cele-
brating the 21st anniversary of the
Estado Libre Asociado. In my own State,
the Puerto Rican communities of Boston
and other cities across the State are cele-
brating the anniversary with a variety
of fiestas.

Today in Puerto Rico, the hopes for a
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decent standard of living for its citizens
seem more realistic than ever before in
the past. However, difficult and chal-
lenging economic hurdles still must be
overcome.

The Baltimore Sun, in a perceptive
editorial, notes the unique Common-
wealth relations forged by the innovative
mind and political will of former Gov.
Luis Munoz Marin. The Estado Libre
Asociado has provided a special reser-
voir of strength, a sense of national
pride, during the past two decades.

I have no doubt that with the con-
tinued leadership of men like Gov. Her-
nandez Colén, the distinguished Resi-
dent Commissioner Jaime Benitez, and
others, that the future of Puerto Rico in
the next two decades will be one of ac-
celerated progress and continued free-
dom.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial in today’s Balti-
more Sun be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

A PUERTO RICAN ANNIVERSARY

More than two decades have gone by since
Puerto Rico shed the last real vestiges of its
long colonial past and assumed a new and
unprecedented political status of freedom
in association with the United States, called
in English commonwealth. The time has
gone fast, and now, looking back from the
twenty-first anniversary of commonwealth,
Gov. Rafael Hernandez Colon says with con-
fidence that “as the people of Puerto Rico
have acquired greater self-government and
greater freedom to direct their own affairs,
their union with the United States has galned
greater strength.”

His confidence, despite all the difficulties of
those years, is justified. The island’s develop-
ment in sll fields over that time has been
remarkable. But it has been no “miracle.” It
did not happen from the blue. Nor did it
happen by the generosity of outsiders,
though the mainland has indeed been gen-
erous and on the whole understanding. It
happened because Puerto Rico was fortunate
in possessing a group of men, not a large
group to start with, of quite extraordinary
political and economic and social imagina-
tion and skill.

They have brought it so far. Tremendous
difficulties remain. Hernandez in his anniver-
sary address lists them: pollution, break-
down of the environment, social dislocations,
drug addiction, chronic unemployment, pro-
liferation of slums and extreme poverty
among much of the population. It is a list
of heavy burdens, but the record gives every
reason to suppose that they will be borne,
and bit by bit be lightened—not least be-
cause of the atmosphere of national pride
that greater freedom has created.

CONFERENCE ON “THE OCEANS AND
NATIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOP-
MENT”

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, on
July 16, 1973, more than 600 persons
gathered in Seattle, Washington to at-
tend a conference on “The Oceans and
National Economic Development,” spon-
sored by the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration. The confer-
ence was an outstanding success, and
provided the forum for a wide range of
discussions on the nature and goals of
our Nation’s oceans program.

Senator HoLLINGS prepared remarks to
be delivered at the conference. However,
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because of Senate business, it was neces-
sary that he cancel his personal appear-
ance in Seattle.

Because the nature of his speech and
the important documentation it contains
on the need for a dynamic national
oceans policy, I ask unanimous consent
that the text be printed in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

THE NEED FOR A NaTioNAL OCEAN PoLicy

(By ErnEsT F. HoLLINGS, Chairman Subcom-
mittee on Oceans and Atmosphere)

The theme of this meeting is *“The Oceans
and National Economic Development.” It
would be more accurate were it called “The
Oceans and National Economic Decline.” It
is no accldent that this time of America's
economic peril both at home and abroad
comes after an almost 30-year decline of our
status as a world seapower. It is no accident
that Russia’s power and influence among na-
tions rises while America’s drops. For almost
20 years Russia has assigned the highest na-
tional priority to the development of Soviet
seapower. The United States emerged from
World War II as the greatest maritime power
the world had ever seen. But now we have
lost the position by default. As a total sea-
power, we are now second- or third-rate , . .
and losing ground all the time.

By “total seapower” I mean truly broad-
spectrum seapower—military seapower, eco-
nomic seapower, and political seapower. This
includes a powerful, efficlent navy; a large,
modern merchant marine; a healthy, growing
fishing industry; a dynamic ocean research
program; leadershlp in ocean technology;
ocean policy positions that represent national
self-interest in international negotiations;
progressive, intelligent coastal zone manage-
ment; and an ocean business climate that
encourages industry to tap all of the potential
resources of the sea.

The United States has over 24,000 miles of
coastline on three major oceans and the
Gulf of Mexico We have always been a sea-
power by geography, history and tradition.
In these times economic and political neces-
sity dictate it. But if we, as a people and a
natlon, do not act accordingly, we will soon
become a world power of little consequence.
At home our economic problems will com-
pound along with deterloration of the dollar,
our standard of living, our industry, and
our opportunitles. As we abdicate our posi-
tion 'of world leadership, rest assured there
are others—friend and foe allke—ready and
anxious to step into our shoes.

Why do we ignore, while others energeti-
cally exploit the economic and political op-
portunities of wide-spectrum seapower? The
Congress has certainly tried to do its share.
Senator Magnuson has been a leader in the
fight to produce a framework for a successful
national oceans program, but the approval of
financial support has not been forthcoming.
The problem rests with the Administration,
and the Office of Management and Budget.
Partisan politics aside, the OMB simply is
not convinced that America has a first-
priority stake in the ocean.

I might suggest that the OMB suffers from
a shortness of perspective, but that would
not be productive. If America has not been
sold on the need for a dynamic natlonal
ocean policy, then someone must sell 1t. I
believe the President will listen, and I be-
lieve it is our job to get that message to him.

Meeting here this week, we are ocean peo-
ple talking to ocean people . . . to ourselves.
We're already sold. We have to sell others.
We must relate national ocean needs and
opportunities to the critical national prob-
lems that dominate today’s headlines. We
must show in clear, pragmatic terms the
crucial interdependence between the ocean
and all the people of these great United
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States. Unless we do this, we will be tilting at
windmills. And, ocean programs will be
shoved aside in favor of “more important”
crisis demands.

We are faclng crisis demands whose solu-
tions can restore America’s traditional sea-
power role. I won't give you another list of
potential ocean resources. Instead, I belleve
that the decline in American seapower has
had a direct impacton . . .

The embarrassing and frightening plunge
gutha U.S. dollar on world money mar-

Inflation here at home . . .

The energy crisis . . .

Bigns of a pending raw materlals crisls . . .

Lower demand and prices for U.S. ex-

Rising prices for goods we buy over-
seas . .

The flood of foreign goods undercutting
American products and American jobs here
at home . . .

Our declining prestige and Influence
around the world . . .

The rise in the economic and political
strength of both our competitors abroad . . .

These are the kinds of things that con-
cern America today. Behind such economic
indicators are jobs being lost, paychecks that
look bigger but buy less, savings that erode
faster than they grow, shortages of goods
and services that have always been plenti-
ful, and—running through it all—a mount-
ing fear that all is not well with America,
that this great nation is In deep trouble.

These are the problems that broad-spec-
trum seapower must help solve If the oceans
are to enjoy the priority attention we know
they deserve. I am convinced, as are the
Russians, the Japanese and many of the
nations of Europe, that seapower and na-
tional economic health are tled tightly to-
gether.

We must sharpen the focus of America's
stake in the oceans into critical national
perspective. In doing so, I make three funda-
mental assumptions:

First. Economic strength can result in
political strength both at home and abroad.

Second. Economic strength at home is ab-
solutely dependent on our strength in mar-
kets abroad.

And, third, strength In markets abroad is
dependent not only on our own domestic
productivity but also on maintenance of an
American posture among all the nations of
the world at the very least equal to that of
the Soviet Union—or whatever other powers
may be vying for world supremacy.

Seapower is a major weapon in our three-
front war—a superpower contest with Rus-
sia, 80 as better to maintain our own interna-
tional economic standing, and finally, a fight
to keep our economic health here at home.
Presently, we are losing on all three of those
fronts.

To understand the Russian front, let's
first look at a peculiarity of nuclear weap-
onry. Once the superpowers have decided on
the degree of over-kill they need to assure
the complete destruction of each other, you
have a nuclear stand-off. The only continu-
ing requirement is the costly business of up-
date. Otherwise, competition ends.

There being no competition, in nuclear
stand-off as in nuclear war, nobody can win.
Clearly, this does not serve the Soviet Union’s
oft-stated objective, so succinctly put by
Nikita EKrushchev when he sald: “We will
bury you."

Since it cannot bury us in a pile of nu-
clear rubble without courting a like fate it-
self, the Kremlin has opted for another
battleground. It 1s a battleground on which
success not only permits the support of a
nuclear stand-off capability and of more con-
ventional military forces, but also awards to
the victor great political power and influence
among nations. It is a battleground on which
there are no constraints on victory and om
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which the distinction between victor and
vanquished is clear and often total. It is a
battleground on which we can, Indeed, be
burled.

That battleground is economic, and the
weapons of this war are production, tech-
nology, trade, finance, investment, profit and
loss. These are the very things America first
brought to their highest order of develop=
ment. Put bluntly, the Russians have chosen
to battle us on our own ground, using our
own weapons.

As a superpower with the world’s largest
land area, the second-highest gross national
product and the third-biggest population.
As a nation that s self-sufficient in energy
and most raw materials and a net exporter of
many, how does Russia view seapower? What
has she done about it? How does she use it?
To what ends? What does this mean to us?

When the Eremlin thinks of seapower, it
thinks in terms not only of naval forces—
already the world’s largest—but it also thinks
of merchant fleets, maritime ald, fishing
fleets, Intelligence gathering, oceanographic
research, ocean mineral resources and ocean
engineering. Broad-spectrum seapower is
their primary instrument for the global ex-
tension of “dynamic Sovlet national power.”
In dismal contrast to the United States, they
have assigned the highest national priorities
to bulilding the Soviet Union into the world’s
leading maritime power.

From a third-rate coastal naval power right
after World War II, the Soviet Union today
deploys the world’s largest, most modern sur-
face navy—2,012 ships, of which 1,312 are
combat ships and 700 are auxiliaries. Accord-
ing to U.8. Naval Intelligence, Russian com=
bat ships carry more firepower per ton than
any other navy.

Russia boasts the world’s largest, most
modern and fastest-growing submarine fleet,
including 110 nuclear-powered and 240
diesel-powered vessels. Over 50 fire ballistic
missiles; another 656 fire cruise missiles. The
latest addition to their undersea fleet i3 the
Delta Class ballistic missile firing subma-
rine—the largest undersea craft ever built
anywhere. Our best information is that it
carries 12 8S-N-8 missiles with a range of
4,000 nautical mlles—thus giving the Soviet
Union an undersea nuclear deterrent com-
parable to our yet-to-be developed Trident.

In contrast the U.S. Navy's active fleet
totals fewer than 700 vessels—including a
submarine fleet of only 136 craft, of which
100 are nuclear and only 41 are missile-firing.
Only in afrcraft carriers does the U.8. out-
number the U.S.S.R. Even this advantage
may be short-lived, for the Russians have
now launched their first alreraft carrier—at
40,000 tons, the largest warship ever built in
Soviet yards.

The Russian Navy has six missions: De=-
terrence, politics, ideology economics, intel-
ligence gathering, base acquisition and de-
fense. In thelr execution, Soviet warships
now routinely patrol in the Mediterranean
and Caribbean Seas, the Atlantic, Pacific and
Indian Oceans, and the dozens of seas that
adjoin the Russian land-mass, A permanent
naval force Is maintained off West Africa in
position at any time to interdict European
trade routes to the Indian Ocean—including
the all-important Middle East ofl route,
There 1s an almost-continuous Soviet naval
presence at both ends of the Suez Canal—
should it ever open—and the Red navy even
ventures occasionally into the Gulf of Mex-
ico, posing a potential threat to the Panama
Canal. Soviet submarines, including those
armed with nuclear missiles, have operated
regularly off both coasts of the United States
for over a decade.

Now, let's turn to other elements of broad-
spectrum seapower.

In 1967 Russian commercial fishermen
caught 2.5 million metric tons of fish—
mostly in their own coastal waters and the
North Pacific. Today, the annual catch is
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over eight million tons, caught mostly off
other nations’' shores. The goal for 1975 is
over 10 million tons.

In 1960 the United States landed 2.5 mil-
lion tons; in 1972 is was 2.6 million tons. In
1956 the United States was the world's sec-
ond largest fishing nation; Russia was
fourth. Today, the United States is sixth;
Russia is third and expects to be first before
1980.

The U.S. fishing fleet consists of almost
00,000 ships and boats—ineluding over 70,000
“motorboats” and 2,000 that are powered by
only sail or muscle. The Russian fishing fleet
numbers over 4,000 ocean-going vessels and
80,000 smaller, coastal craft. Between now
and 1975 they plan to increase their sea-going
fleet by another 1,000 vessels. Since 1958 the
gross registered tonnage of the Sovlet fish-
ing fleet has grown from 2.2 million to over
five million today—more than 11 times the
tonnage of the U.S. fleet. Included in the
Soviet tally are 450 large stern trawlers of
2,600-t0-3,200 tons each, plus hundreds of
medium trawlers, mother ships, factory ships,
refrigerator transports, whaling vessels and
support ships.

Fifteen years ago the Soviet investment in
her fishing industry was running $263 mil-
lion a year at the official exchange rate; to-
day it is over #1 billion a year, with 70-to-80
percent going into expansion of her fleet.
During this period Soviet exports of fish and
fish products has risen from around $20
million a year to over $100 million; her im-
ports have dropped to a token amount. U.S.
fisheries exports since 1960 have risen from
$44.2 milllon to $257.9 milllon a year, while
imports have shot up from #$363.3 million
to a shocking $1,049.4 million.

Soviet fisheries feed her people, show the
Boviet flag all over the world and give her
a positive fisherles trade balance. U.S. fish-
erles not only fail to meet domestic needs
and seldom show the flag in forelgn ports,
but they have produced a deficit trade bal-
ance. This deficit is equal to nearly one-third
the total adverse balance of payments for all
U.S. foreign trade in goods and services,

You see what happens when we don't pay
our way in international trade in the con=-
tinuing devaluation of the dollar and the
resulting consequences here at home. And,
it’s not that we don’'t have the fish. In 1972
forelign fishing fleets operating between 12
and 200 nautical miles off U.S. coasts took
over three million tons of fish, with the
Russians and the Japanese taking over one
million tons each. U.S. fishermen took a scant
318,000 tons from those same waters and
only 273,600 tons from international waters
offshore of other nations.

Considering the sharp rise in foreign fisher-
ies activities off our coasts, the moribund
state of U.S. fisheries and the catastrophic
effects on our balance of payments, surely
there is a message in there somewhere ... a
message that even the OMB can understand,

In 1950, the Russian merchant fleet
ranked 21st in the world, with 432 major
merchant ships totalling only 1.8 million
deadwelght tons. A year ago, it ranked sixth
both in number of vessels, 2,079, and carry-
ing capacity, 15 million tons. In 1947 the U.S,
ranked first with the greatest merchant fleet
ever assembled—2,114 ships totalling 23.7
million tons.

In the last four years the Russian mer-
chant fleet increased by 627 new ships and
four million deadwelght tons. Simul-
taneously, the U.S. fleet dropped by 317 ships
and 1.9 million tons. Sixty per cent of the
U.S. fleet 1s over 20 years old. The entire
Soviet fleet is less than 20 years old; halt is
less than 10 years old. Today the Russians
carry half their foreign trade and are target-
ing for three-quarters by 1875. The U.S.
carries only five per cent of its trade. For
our raw materials and fuels, for getting our
goods to overseas markets, we are now abso-
Iutely dependent on foreign flag vessels.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

The Soviet merchant marine, however, does
more than just carry Russian foreign trade.
It is an important Iinstrument of Soviet
global political power. Most Russian forelgn
ald and trade arrives in Soviet flag vessels;
the red hammer and sickle flag is a common
slght in world ports. The majority of U.S.
ald and trade arrives in foreign flag vessels;
the stars and stripes in foreign ports are
becoming a novelty.

Soviet shipbuilding capacity, never much,
was badly damaged in World War II. Now
quite possibly they have the greatest ship-
building capacity in the world. They have
at least 18 modern yards with a total employ-
ment of 265,000. In contrast, the U.S. has 20
major yards employing 234,000 people. Much
of our capacity is antigquated and simply
can't compete,

The Russians are building 12-to-15 nuclear
submarines a year; can build 20 a year on a
one-shift basis; 30 on a three-shift basis.
U.S. yards average 4.5 nuclear boats a year,
with a capacity of five or six on a three-shift
basis. Today, at least 50 per cent of the
merchantmen being added to the Soviet
fleet are built in Russian yards, and they
are building ships for export. Ten years ago
98 ships (919,000 tons) were added to the

Russian merchant marine. At that time
hardly any were built in Russian yards.

Enowledge provides the very basis of sea-
power. Russia supports the largest oceano-
graphic research effort of any nation in the
world. This may exceed the combined efforts
of the U.S. and its NATO and SEATO allies.
The Russian research fleet numbers some
1560 vessels, not including those under 700
gross tons and those devoted exclusively
to fisheries research. Their ships are modern,
well-equipped and often quite large, with
seven ranging between 5,600 and 7,000 tons.
The United Btates currently operates 70
research vessels before budget cutbacks re-
cently forced deactivation of a number of our
best ships. The Soviet oceanographic effort
is well staffed and usually well funded.

The Russian operational inventory of
manned habitats and research submersibles
stlll greatly lags behind the U.S. in both
quantity and quality. U.8., French, Bwiss
and Japanese development of submersibles
and manner habitats has been impressive in
terms of both performance and numbers.
What 1s not impressive is the number of
these vehicles now in lay-up because there
is no demand for their services. Thus, where
we do have a lead—largely developed by
private industry with private funds—we
choose to let it lapse.

Another aspect of broad-spectrum Soviet
seapower Is maritime ald, concentrated
largely in the developing States of Africa,
the Middle East, India, Southeast Asia and
Cuba. In this effort, the Russians seek not
only economic and political favor, but also
bases from which to service their far flung
naval and fishing fieets. Maritime assistance
programs of the Soviet Union include fish-
eries, port development, manpower training
and naval ald. The Russians have provided
over 300 naval vessels—including both guid-
ed missile patrol boats and submarines—to
more than a dozen countries. Remember
that it was such a gulded missile patrol
boat—given by Russia to Egypt—that sank
the Israeli destroyer Eilat with a single hit.

Finally, there is the Soviet fleet of some
50 dedicated intelligence collection ships—
many built from the keel up for the sole pur-
pose of electronic surveillance. They regu-
larly monitor our submarine-launched bal-
listic missile test shots off Cape Kennedy.
Seldom were our carriers off Vietnam free
of the company of at least one Russian in-
telligence ship.

Now I admit we don't see Soviet goods
flooding our domestic markets or offering
much competition in traditional European
markets. But look at the uncommitted and
largely developing countries of the “Third
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World"”. There, Russia is an ever-more con-
stant presence. This occurs at a time of de-
clining American presefice. We are fool-
hardy In the extreme if we continue to
allow this shifting balance of power. Not only
do we need the support of these nations in
world councils, but the wunderdeveloped
States are both today’s sources of many criti-
cal raw materials, including oil, and tomor-
row's markets for goods and services. Under
present circumstances, the BSoviet Union
stands to preempt both . . . largely through
the exercise of global, broad-spectrum sea-
power.

Let me turn briefly to the second front.
After World War II the United States spent
billions of dollars and freely transferred its
technology to help rebulld the economies
of friend and foe alike. The success of this
effort is obvious in the international trade
statistics and in the precipitous decline in
our own balance of payments.

In the free-for-all competition of world
trade, everyone wants to win, but most com-
petitors do not consclously seek destruction
of each other—only to win. There is a fine
difference. The Soviet Union, however, not
only seeks to win and to win absolutely—to
become the world's superpower—but it also
wants to eliminate competition from the
United States.

If we don’t compete successfully in world
markets, including our own, that's our fault.
Since we can't reduce the competitiveness of
others, we ourselves have to become more
competitive. In the 28 years since the end of
World War II, we have gotten a little flabby
around our Industrial middles. Now, we have
to trim out, to sharpen management in both
business and Government.

America can have the hottest technology,
the best market intelligence and the most
efficient production lines. But without raw
materials to feed those lines and energy to
keep them running, we're out of business.
Don't ever forget it: For a rising proportion
of both its raw materials and energy fuels,
America is a have-not nation. Furthermore,
some of the most important deposits are lo=-
cated in regions where they may be denied
to us, not for economic but for political rea-
sons. Conversely, if they are politically avail-
able but we lack the foreign exchange, they
are still denied to us.

This brings me to the two key functions
of seapower on this second front:

One, improving our balance of payments
through the production of ocean goods and
services,

And, two, assuring a continuous and ade-
quate supply of energy and raw materials.

Of 71 strategic materials, including fuels,
required to support our modern industrial
economy, 69 are imported in whole or in
part. We import only 20 per cent of our alu-
minum, but we import 80 per cent of our
bauxite, the ore from which we produce alu-
minum. We import a third of our iron ore,
40 per cent of our zine, 20 per cent of our
copper, over 25 per cent of our crude oil
and refined products, 90 per cent of our co-
balt, and virtually 100 per cent of our tin,
chromium, nickel, manganese and natural
rubber—just to mention a few. In contrast,
the Soviet Union is self-sufficient in all 71
key materials except rubber and tin.

Ships are needed to carry these materials.
To the extent that these are American flag
vessels, our future security is enhanced. The
spectre of a future raw materials crisis
haunts the present. Land-side reserves are
fixed. Resources are being drawn down faster
than they are being discovered. And, demand
is rising at a frightening rate. This nation,
the world’s largest consumer of both raw ma-
terials and energy, must look to other sources
of supply. Unless we contemplate trying to
mine the moon or Mars, the only untapped
source on this planet is the ocean.

Industry, on its own initiative, is ready to
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mine deep ocean manganese nodules—
sources of copper, nickel, iron, manganese
and cobalt, at least. It is blocked for lack of
a suitable legal climate, a matter that is tied
up in international hassling. Hopefully that
problem will be solved in Santlago with a
new Convention on Law of the Sea.

Another loglcal step 1s to look at the sedi-
mentary oozes that cover most of the deep
ocean floor—potentially economic and in-
credibly wvast sources of aluminum, iron,
cement and other materials.

Immediately we need to push oceano-
graphic investigation of the kinematics of
plate tectonic—sea-floor spreading—theory.
There is evidence that mineralization oc-
cwrring along the mid-oceanic rifts and
ridges 1s continually producing rich deposits
of copper, iron, zine, gold, silver, vanadium,
nickel, lead, chromium, cobalt, manganese,
mercury, uranium and others. You have
seen an example of this mineralization proc-
ess in the so-called “hot holes” in the Red
Sea. Furthermore, if present theory holds
true, such deposits will be found to extend
outward from divergent plate boundaries
(the mid-oceanic ridges) across the deep
ocean floor all the way to the adjacent con-
tinental land masses.

Little is understood about ocean floor proc-
esses at present, but it is virtually certain
that mineral raw materials resources are con-
tinually being renewed from deep within the
earth. Whether the rate of renewal in any
way matches the rate of man’s consumption
is anyone's guess. But it is a wide-spread
process, and it is In our national, as well as
mankind's, interest to find out. Greater con-
sideration should be given to the potentials
of mining on and under the nation’s con-
tinental shelves. The Soviet Union, after a re-
cently completed survey of its Arctic shelf,
has concluded that mineral resources there
exceed the land-side deposits of Russia,
Canada and Alasks combined.

We will come out of our present energy
crisis by exploiting new petroleum deposits,

by building safe nuclear generating stations,
by gasifying coal, by reducing oll shale and
the like. But the fix will be only temporary.
If we don't run out of conventional resources
first, we will one day reach the limit of the
amount of heat we can release to the en-

vironment without catastrophic conse-
quences to the earth’s climate,

Before that time comes, we will have to
turn to other sources of energy—namely
solar and lunar power. Lunar, or tidal, power
can be taken from the sea. Both France and
Russia have full-scale experimental tidal
power plants in operation. Some old theory,
recently revived, indicates that solar energy
may also best be taken from the sea—utili-
zing the considerable temperature differences
that exist between surface and deep ocean
waters. The world’'s great ocean currents and
waves as well as the winds are other mani-
festations of solar energy in the sea.

There are many other examples where we
can turn to the sea to fulfill our most fun-
damental national needs, but I must turn to
the third front.

The third front is the home front. Much
of our national wealth—both natural and
man-made—exists at or near America's vast
coastlines. Whether it is used for places to
live, as ports, as Industrial siting, as a
source of cooling water, as wilderness pres-
ervation, as high-intensity recreation. ...
the national coastal zone is under great eco-
nomic and soclal pressure.

It is a tremendous national resource. It is
our duty to manage the coastal zone efliclent-
ly. This efficlency helps control how well we
compete both at home and abroad. There
gre many examples. In the interests of tinde,
I will restrict myself to two—the oll and
liguefied natural gas import problem and
one answer, at least, to the intense pressure
on existing coastal real estate, a fixed asset.

It is generally conceded that imports of
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crude oil and liguefied natural gas—LNG—
will increase greatly in the next decade. By
1980, it is estimated that 300 VLCC's—Very
Large Crude Carriers—will be needed to im-
port crude oil alone. There is presently one
port in the United States capable of han-
dling these ships—and that is right here in
Puget Sound. First of all, we have to as-
sure the avallability of this carrying capacity.
Hopefully, a substantial portion of it will
be fiying the American flag. Even more im-
portantly, we need to provide unloading
facilities for these mammoth tankers. Where
we locate these facilities and how we build
and operate them bears not only on the ef-
ficlency and sufficlency of our energy supply,
I:ut Halso on the integrity of the coastal zone
teelf.

The unloading and transshipment of LNG
poses comparable but not identical prob-
lems. Even large LNG tankers will not
draw so much water, but the danger to
human life and property from a casualty
on one of these ships In a populated area
is frightening to contemplate. If sanity
prevalls, special attention must also be
given to the siting, construction and opera-
tion of LNG ports. Fortunately the U.S.
has already begun the construction of a
fleet of these tankers.

This leads naturally into my second ex-
ample—artificial islands. Common to vir-
tually all coastal zone problems are rising
use demands on a fixed parcel of real estate.
The destruction of Irreplaceable natural
coastal environment for explicit economic
uses s a continuing process and a growing
source of conflict among the American peo-
ple. A growing number of activitles are
considered simply as bad neighbors by a
growing number of people already living in
the coastal reglons, Social and political con-
troversy result and, good neighbors or not,
national economic efficiency is damaged.

Simultaneously, we have the fact that the
electric power industry seeks on its own to
locate nuclear electric power plants off-
shore, and—entirely separately—superports
for VLCC'’s also will be located offshore. Pre-
sumably, the necessary reception facilities
and refinery capacity will be bullt onshore,
if sites are found where such “bad neigh=
bors” will be tolerated.

I offer for your consideration the pos-
sibility of much greater efficlency in the use
of both national economic resources and the
coastal zone if we examine and try to solve
the whole problem, rather than taking the
uncoordinated, fragmented approach. The
whole problem is simply the need for more
coastal real estate to accommodate more and
more conflicting uses.

One answer could be multiple-use artificial
islands. If several users participate In the
construction and maintenance of such newly
created coastal real estate, the shared cost to
each user will be much less than if each user
goes out and bullds his own facility. The most
expensive part of such structures is the
breakwater. The larger the island, the lower
the proportional cost. Experience in Europe
indicates that for islands of 1,200 acres or
more built in the North Sea, the cost may
be equal to or cheaper than developing prime
coastal land ashore.

The different uses to which such islands
could be put seems only to be limited by
comparative economics. Among such uses
are: Oll and LNG ports, refineries, general
cargo ports, waste processing and recycling
facilities, jet ports, siting for bad-neighbor
industry generally, high-intensity ocean
recreation, fishing ports and fish-processing
plants, marlculture, electric power stations,
and sand-and-gravel mining.

Not all of these uses would be mutually
compatible on a single island. The point is,
however, that the construction of such
islands would relieve many of the pressures
on the natural coastal zone. They would en-
able more efficient use and protection of this
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frreplaceable national asset. Development of
such offshore islands systems could be a joint
effort by both Government and industry.
Frankly, industry should bear the brunt of
the cost—since it would be seeking a profit,

There are many other areas where coastal
zone management demands urgent atten-
tion—upgrading of our coastal fisheries, pro-
tection of living resources, and the balancing
of coastal zone uses such as recreation, in-
dustry, and residential development. Last
year Congress provided, and the Fresident
slgned into law, the legislative Iramework
for tackling the most pressing of these prob-
lems. So far, the OMB has stripped the
Coastal Zone Management Act of any sub-
stance by refusing to permit its funding.
Here again, on this third front, we need to
convince the White House and the OMBE that
efficlent ment of coastal resources is
in the vital national interest. And, as I have
said already, arguments must be couched in
terms that relate to the critical, headlined
issues of our times—balance of payments,
inflation, environmental degradation, jobs,
lelsure time outlets, reduced congestion in
cities, national confidence and national pride.

Underlying the effectiveness of our contest
on all three fronts of our national struggle—
whether with Russia specifically, with the
rest of the trading world generally or with
ourselves here at home—is the need for a
sound and growing ocean sclence and tech-
nology. NOAA Administrator Bob White has
described such knowledge as the “other sea-
power.” I say it is the very basis of sea-
power—the foundation we absolutely must
have in order to:

Reduce our political dependency on for-
elgn baslc resources, while at the same time
assuring their political avallabllity;

Reduce the outflow of dollars by substi-
tuting ocean resources for foreign land-side
resources;

Increase our national earning power by
producing and selling more ocean goods and
services;

Assure our future national economic se-
curity by developing the technology to use
promising new ocean resources for both
energy and raw materlals;

And, in general, to reduce fear and restore
national self-confildence by strengthening
our economic stature both at home and
abroad and by restoring our political posture
in the world community.

If, however, we are to see implemented
Government policles and an encouraging
ocean business climate we are going to have
to sell ocean and do so in terms that gener-
ate enthusiasm among non-ocean people.

That's the biggest and most important
job we have before us—for our own good
and for the good of America.

_ Thank you and good selling!

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
is there further morning business?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA-
TION AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS, 1974

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ate will now proceed to the considera-
tion of H.R. 8760, which will be stated
by title,

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 8760) making appropriations
for the Department of Transportation and
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related agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, and for other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Appropriations with amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for debate on the bill is limited to 30
minutes, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. Young) and the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. Casg), with 20 minutes
on amendments, debatable motions, and
appeals.

The notice is in error. It will be cor-
rected.

The Chair corrects the previous notice.
Debate will be limited to 30 minutes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, debate should be limited to 30 min-
utes, with 10 minutes on each amend-
ment, and the agreement should be in
the usual form. Mr. MAaNSFIELD desig-
nates his time to me.

Mr. President, I am exceedingly proud
of the performance of this subcommit-
tee. I believe that its actions in regard to
this bill conform to the wishes of our
distinguished chairman of the full com-
mittee, Mr. McCLELLAN, and to the senti-
ment as expressed by the Senate some-
time ago in establishing an overall
ceiling which was below the ceiling rec-
ommended by the President.

The figure in this bill, I stress, is a
reduction in new budget authority of
$47 million below the administration’s
request, and again I say it is $162 million
less than the funds appropriated during
fiscal year 1973.

The subcommittee fook testimony on
estimates totaling $8,086,061,000, which
consisted of $5,075,157,000 in liquidating
cash and $3,010,732,000 in new obliga-
tional authority. The committee’s recom-
mendation totals $8,000,866,000 consist-
ing of $5,037,471,994 in liquidating cash
after certain adjustments and $2,963,-
394,006 in new obligational authority.
This is a reduction in new budget au-
thority of $47,338,000 below the admin-
istration’s request and $162,057,089 less
than the funds appropriated during fiscal
year 1973.

1t should be noted that the House de-
ferred action on three items since au-
thorizations had not passed the House.
Those items were: First, a $25 million re-
quest for Coast Guard Reserve training;
second, a $93 million request for grants
to the National Railroad Passenger Cor-
poration—Amtrak; and third, $35,-
063,000 of the request for traffic and
highway safety by the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration. This com-
mittee is recommending appropriation of
funds for two of these items subject to
passage of the authorizing legislation.
$115,500,000 is recommended for grants
by Amtrak and $25 million, the full budg-
et estimate for Coast Guard’s Reserve
training program.

Since the above items were “deferred”
by the House, the House bill did not in-
clude funds for them. This is the princi-
pal reason why the committee’s recom-
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mendation totals $210,163,000 over the
House bill.

ADMINISTRATIVE USER CHARGES

Before proceeding to the specific ap-
propriations recommended, I shall briefiy
explain the committee’s action regarding
section 315 of H.R. 8760. This section of
the bill, as passed by the House, would
prohibit the Department from imple-
menting any new user charges. This sec~-
tion was inserted by the House, because
of its concern that new aviation user
charges, amounting to $30 to $50 million
would be imposed administratively by
the Federal Aviation Administration
without any congressional review or ap-
proval. The effect of section 315 upon
the Department, as it reads in H.R. 8760,
is to prevent any administrative changes
in Jser charges now in effect for even
routine administrative services per-
formed by other parts of the Depart-
ment, even if there are cost increases. It
is, therefore, recommended that section
315 be amended to read as follows:

None of the funds in this Act shall be
avallable for the implementation or execu-
tion of a program in the Department of
Transportation to collect fees, charges, or
prices for approvals, tests, authorizations,
certificates, permits, registrations, and rat-
ings which did not exist as of January 1, 1973,
until such program is reviewed and approved
by the appropriate commiitees of the Con-
gress.

The total amount of new budget au-
thority recommended is broken down as
follows:

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Office of the Secretary $52, 000, 000

752, 478, 006
Federal Aviation Administra-

tion
Federal Highway Administra-

tion

1, 554, 450, 000

48, 763, 000
National Highway Traffic SBafe-
ty Administration
Federal Rallroad Administra-
tion
Urban Mass Transportation
Administration
TITLE II—RELATED AGENCIES
National Transportation Safe~
ty Board
Civil Aeronautics Board.....
Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion -
Panama Canal Zone Govern-
ment
Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority 110, 473, 000

49, 757, 000
163, 250, 000

7,975, 000
81, 198, 000

34, 750, 000

62, 600, 000

Total new budget (obli-
gational) authority.. 2, 963, 394, 006
TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

The committee recommends $52 mil-
lion for the Office of the Secretary, in-
cluding $24,200,000 for salaries and ex-
penses. This does not include funding for
the five additional positions included in
the House bill. In denying the request
for restoration of 10 staff assistants for
the secretarial representatives, the com-
mittee has no objection to the funding of
these positions from the amount recom-
mended herein,

For transportation, planning, research,
and development, the committee recom-
mends $26,500,00. In restoring the $1 mil-
lion House reduction to the Department’s
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universty research programs, the com-
mittee recognizes the importance of
bringing to bear the intellectual re-
sources of the Nation’s universities and
colleges on interdisciplinary solutions to
transportation problems. The commit-
tee notes, however, that the success of
this program will depend, in large part,
upon firm direction by the Department.

Other major programs for fiscal year
1974 under this appropriation consist of :

First, climatic impact assessment, for
which $5.8 million is recommended. This
program studies the environmental effect
of fleet operations on high altitude air-
craft;

Second, automotive energy optimiza-
tion, for which $2.1 million has been in-
cluded for the study of methods to reduce
fuel consumption by 30 percent with
state-of-the-art technology;

Third, noise abatement, for which $2
million is recommended;: and

Fourth, State and local planning
grants, for which $1 million is provided
to obtain state and local input into na-
tional transportation planning.

The committee recommends concur-
rence with the House denial of the De~
partment’s $500,000 request for trans-
portation research activities overseas.
Testimony revealed that $143,000 of the
1972 appropriation for this item is still
unobligated.

For grants-in-aid for natural gas pipe-
line safety, the committee recommends
an appropriation of $1.5 million. This
represents an increase of $625,000 over
the House allowance. The recent in-
crease in gas explosions resulting in loss
of lives as well as substantial property
damage makes it imperative that the
Department pursue its responsibilities in
this area with great urgency. The com-
mittee is disturbed that a report re-
quest.ed of the Department last year con-

the personnel and funding nec-
essary to establish an effective gas pipe-
line safety program has still not been
received.
COAST GUARD

For operating expenses of the Coast
Guard, the committee recommends
$547,900,000. Of the $3.5 million increase
over the House bill, $922,000 is provided
to reactivate 13 Coast Guard SAR sta-
tions—in addition to $600,000 provided
by the House—$1.5 million is included
for the manning of various units of the
Loran chains program, and $1,078,000 is
to provide funding for a three-helicopter
force at Cordova, Alaska. Such heli-
copters are to be transferred from
storage.

For acquisition, construction, and im-
provements, the committee recommends
$77,250,000. The $2,750,000 over the
House allowance and budget request is
included for the construction of a heli-
copter search and rescue station to be
located at a suitable point between San
Francisco, Calif., and Astoria, Oreg. Al-
though the Coast Guard has listed such
a station for future funding, it was felt
that the station was needed at the pres-
ent time.

The House language limiting avail-
ability of A.C. & I. funds to June 30, 1975,
was extended by the committee to June
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30, 1977, primarily due to the combina-
tion of logistics and a short construction
season for the Alaskan projects.

The committee recommends concur-
rence with the House allowance of $4
million for alteration of bridges.

For reserve training, as mentioned
earlier in my summary, the House de-
ferred action due to lack of authorizing
legislation. The committee recommends
an appropriation of $25 million subject
to passage of authorizing legislation.

The committee recommends $14 mil-
lion for the Coast Guard’s research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation pro-
grams, the same as the House allowance.
This is the area where the Coast Guard
conducts its marine safety and environ-
mental protection programs.

In the State boating safety assistance
program, the committee recommends
$3,500,000, the same as in the House bill
and $1 million below the budget estimate.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

For operations of the Federal Aviation
Administration, the committee recom-
mends $1,206,800,000. The $13.3 million
increase over the House bill is to enable
the FAA to continue its air transporta-
tion security program in 1974.

The committee recommends the sum
of $13,750,000 for engineering and devel-
opment. The House cut of $2,250,000 is
restored in order to provide the full
budget amount to enable the FAA to con-
tinue its programed level of research and
activities connected with its efforts to
reduce aircraft noise and to eliminate
aireraft accidents.

For facilities and equipment, the com-
mittee recommends the budget request
and House allowance of $250 million.
However, the limitation on availability
to June 30, 1975, included in the House
bill is considered too restrictive. The com-
mittee is advised by the FAA that the
majority of projects, some 90 percent, are
completed within a 3-year period. For
this reason, the committee recommends
extending the availability of the 1974 ap-
propriation to June 30, 1976.

For research, engineering, and devel-
opment, the committee recommends $66,-
500,000, This $11.5 million increase over
the House bill is provided to permit the
FAA to continue its efforts in the im-
provement of navigation, communica-
fion, and all weather landing systems
which, if delayed, could lead to increased
traffic delays in high density terminal
areas.

In grants-in-aid for airports, the
committee recommends $200 million in
liquidating cash, the same amount pro-
vided in the House bill. A new minimum
obligation limitation of $310 million is
recommended for 1974. This is the level
provided in Public Law 93-44.

With respect to the National Capital
airports, the committee recommends
concurrence with the $14.4 million for
operation and maintenance and $3 mil-
lion for construction contained in the
House bill. It should be noted that the
FAA predicts that revenues will exceed
direct operating costs for both National
and Dulles airports in fiscal year 1974.
These revenues are deposited in the gen-
eral fund of the Treasury. Here again,
the committee recommends extending
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the June 30, 1975, availability cutoff pro-
vided in the House bill to June 30, 1976.
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

I turn now, Mr. President, to the Fed-
eral Highway Administration. By far, the
largest single item in this bill is the $4,-
315,900,000 recommended for Federal-aid
highways. The major portion of this
amount will be paid out to the States for
work on our Federal-aid highway system.
Under this program, the Federal Govern-
ment pays 90 percent of the costs of in-
terstate projects and 70 percent of most
other Federal-aid projects.

For salaries and expenses, the commit-
tee recommends $114,700,000. Of this
amount, $101,900,000 would be trans-
ferred from the “Federal-aid highways”
trust fund, and $12,800,000 would be a
direct appropriation. This is a reduction
of $1.5 million below the House allow-
ance.

For highway beautification, the com-
mittee recommends an obligation lim-
itation of $55 million, increasing the
House allowance by $10 million.

For rail crossing demonstration proj-
ects, $18 million is recommended. This
$8 million increase over the House is pro-
vided to enable the Department to carry
out this program without delays which
could occur from inadequate funding.

The committee recommends an appro-
priation of $11,943,000, including $5,943,-
000 for Elko, Nev., and $6 million for
Wheeling, W. Va., for railroad-highway
crossings demonstration projects. This
recommended appropriation is contin-
gent upon enactment of the Federal-
Aid Highway Act of 1973.

For forest highways, public lands high-
ways, and territorial highways, the House
allowed the full budget estimate. The
committee recommends concurrence.

The committee is also recommending
that the $5 million obligation limitation
on public lands highways be increased to
$12 million.

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC BAFETY
ADMINISTRATION

For the traffic and highway safety pro-
gram of the NHTSA, we recommend $49,-
757,000. Of this amount, $5 million is
made available contingent upon enact-
ment of authorizing legislation. Of the
amount allowed by the House, $9 million
was by transfer from the appropriation
“construction of compliance facilities.”
Concurrence with this transfer is recom-
mended since testimony revealed that
actual construction of the facility is not
scheduled for fiscal year 1974.

The House bill sef an obligation limita-
tion of $80 million for the administra-
tion’s State and community highway
safety grant program for fiscal year 1974.
The committee recommends a limitation
of $85 million, the same as the fiscal
1973 amount.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

For salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Administrator, we recommend
$2,900,000, the same as the House
allowance.

A level of $10,350,000, the same as for
fiscal year 1973 is recommended for the
administration’s railroad research ef-
forts.

In the area of railroad safety, the com-
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mittee is greatly concerned with the ad-
ministration’s failure to hire additional
safety inspectors authorized by the Con-
gress. The incidence of train accidents
due to defective or improperly main-
tained roadway and track is alarming.
For this reason, we have recommended
restoration of the $1 million House cut in
this appropriation and, in addition, rec-
ommend $1.4 million to be used only for
hiring an additional 95 safety inspec-
tors. Also, since this program would
prove ineffective without providing
grants-in-aid to the States, the commit-
tee recommends a $1.5 million appro-
priation to make such grants to States
certified by the FRA to assist in policing
the railroad regulations.

For high-speed ground research, the
committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $23.6 million. Of the $6.5 million
increase over the House, $3 million is in-
tended for the FRA's advanced systems
program and $3.5 million is to permit ret-
rofitting of the propulsion drive system
on the Metroliner fleet.

For grants to the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation, the committee
recommends an appropriation of $115,-
500,000. In addition to the $93 million
budget request, funds are provided for
the following services:

Mexican service via St. Louls, Lit-
tle Rock, and Dallas

San Joaquin Valley between Oak-
land and Bakersfield

Washington, D.C.—Cumberland,

Maryland
Metroliner Station at New Car-

84, 500, 000
500, 000
400. 000

7, 100, 000
New York-Eansas City and Chi-
cago-Florlda routes 10, 000, 000

Of the amount appropriated, $61.5 mil-
lion is contingent upon passage of au-
thorizing legislation by the 93d Congress.
TRBEAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION

For administration expenses, $5 mil-
lion is recommended. This allowance an-
ticipates usage of the $2 million carry-
over.

In restoring $11.2 million of the House
cut to the administration’s research and
development program, the committee an-
ticipates that the 1974 program will in-
clude $28.6 million for new systems, $20,-
650,000 for PRT research and develop-
ment, $4,250,000 for seeking solutions to
the problems of the elderly, handicapped,
and other transportation disadvantaged,
and $1 million for development of a non-
polluting taxi.

The committee proposes to lmit
UMTA’s program commitments in fiscal
year 1974 to $1 billion. This is $20 million
over the House allowance and permits a
program comprised of $880,300,000 for
capital facilities, $38 million for technical
studies, $74,700,000 for research, and $7
million for administrative expenses.

TITLE II—RELATED AGENCIES

Mr. President, the committee recom-
mends concurrence with the House pro-
vision of $296,896,000 for the five trans-
portation related agencies contained in
this bill.

The $7,975,000 provided for the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board
should be sufficient to enable it to carry
out its responsibilities in the areas of
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aviation accidents and selected surface
transportation accidents.

The bill recommends allowance of the
full budget request of $81,198,000 for the
Civil Aeronautics Board. Of this amount,
$14,767,000 is for the Board'’s salaries and
expenses and $66,431,000 is for subsidy
payments to qualified local service and
Alaskan air carriers.

The recommendations of $59 million
for operating expenses and $3.5 million
for capital outlay of the Panama Canal
Zone Government will be repaid to the
Treasury. These amounts are, in effect,
an advance of funds to be repaid through
charges for services rendered or from
revenues of the Panama Canal Co.

The $34,750,000 appropriation for the
Interstate Commerce Commission allows
for 70 new positions.

Finally, the committee recommends
the full amounts of the budget requests
of the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority. This would provide
$7,385,000 for design and construction of
the Arlington Cemetery station and an
additional Smithsonian station entrance,
as authorized by Public Law 92-517. In
addition, an advance appropriation for
fiscal year 1975 of $90,360,000 is also pro-
vided. The committee also recommends
the $12.7 million for Federal subsidies tu
the WMATA revenue bonds. This sub-
sidy covers 25 percent of the interest and
issue costs of these bonds.

Mr. President, in conclusion, let me
say that I believe the committee has
presented a budget that is carefully
trimmed but at the same time should
enable the Department of Transporta-
tion and related agencies to carry out
their responsibilities in a most effective
way in fiscal year 1974.

Mr. President, I want to express my
appreciation and the appreciation of the
subcommittee and the full committee—
and the Senate, I am sure—to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alaska (Mr,
StevEns) for the excellent work he has
done in connection with this bill. He has
conducted practically all the hearings
that were conducted on this bill. He be-
gan on Friday, 2 weeks ago yesterday,
opened the hearings, and almost daily
during those 2 weeks conducted hearings,
mornings and afternoons. I not only want
to express my gratitude but also want
to commend him on a job very well done.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Alaska such time as I may have, if
he desires to use it.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the distinguished manager of
the bill for his comments.

I am pleased to express my support for
the passage of H.R. 8760, the fiscal year
1974 appropriations for the Department
of Transportation and related agencies.

Commencing on July 13, at the request
of the distinguished Transportation Sub-
committee Chairman Rosert C. Byrbp, I
chaired 6 days of hearings at which the
top representatives of each Department
of Transportation agency and several
public witnesses appeared to testify on
the budget requests and appeals for vari-
ous phases of the Department’s opera-
tions. A substantial record was compiled
and a significant amount of budget in-
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formation was obtained from the wit-
nesses.

The subsequent markup sessions at
both the subcommittee and full Appro-
priations Committee levels were ex-
tremely constructive and productive, and
the Senate version of H.R. 8760 reflects a
responsible consideration by the Senate
Appropriations Committee of the con-
cern by all branches of Government for
economic responsibility, The Appropria-
tions Committee recommendations are
$47,338,000 below the fiscal year 1974
budget estimates, and $162,057,089 below
the fiscal year 1973 appropriations.

At a time when fiscal responsibility in
the area of Government spending is of
great importance to us all, I am con-
vinced that the programs supported by
the various transportation agencies and
sustained by the committee are vital to
the assurance of an effective national
transportation program for fiscal year
1974, The spending priorities contained
in the Senate version of H.R. 8760 refiect
a judicious use of Federal funding to
insure that the transportation require-
ments of the United States continue fo
be supported within responsible spend-
ing limits.

It is my hope that H.R. 8760 will re-
ceive a favorable response from the Sen-
ate and continue to the conference com-
mittee in the form adopted by the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee.

Mr. President, I was pleased to have
the opportunity to work with the Senator
from West Virginia. I believe this is a
very important bill and one that meets
the needs of the country in the area of
mass transportation, of providing the
operations of the Department of Trans-
portation, in general, the type of funding
that is within our ability to support at
the present time.

Mr. ROBERT C, BYRD. Mr. President,
I also want to express appreciation to
the distinguished senior Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. Case), the ranking
member of the subcommittee, for the
many courtesies and the cooperation and
the advice and counsel accorded to me
by the Senator from New Jersey. As al-
ways in the past, it has been a pleasure
to work with the Senator from New Jer-
sey, as it has been to work with the Sena-
tor from Alaska, in connection with the
bill,

I also want to thank the distinguished
chairman, Mr. McCLELLAN, for the usual
solid support he gives to all subcommittee
chairmen in their efforts to reduce the
overall figure below the administration’s
budget.

I also want to thank our able staff—
Mr. Witeck, Mr. English, and the other
members of the staff—without whose
support and efforts our work would be
far less easy and not as effective.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield to my
distinguished chairman.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I ex-
press my appreciation to the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee,
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
RoserT C. BYrD), the ranking minority
member, the Senator from New Jersey
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(Mr. Casg), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STevEns), and all members of the
committee for a very conscientious ef-
fort to reduce public expenditures, par-
ticularly in the field of transportation
obligations.

The $47 million, the amount that this
bill is under the budget, does not seem
like a very large amount when we think
in terms of billions of dollars; but it does
signal an effort on the part of Congress
to hold the line on expenditures and to
try to make reductions.

I am gratified with the results, par-
ticularly of this subcommittee and others
that are making a sincere effort to hold
down expenditures. I think we are in a
testing period in this country with re-
spect to whether we have the will, really
have the will to meet our responsibility
here with regard to public expenditures.
If we have the will we have the way,
and the test now is, Do we have the will?

I am gratified that the Senator from
‘West Virginia (Mr. RoserT C. BYRD) as
chairman of the subcommittee, and his
ranking minority member, and others
on the committee, and other subcommit-
tee chairmen, and their colleagues in
many instances are making a sincere
effort to show a disposition to reduce ex-
penditures and to move toward a bal-
anced budget.

I am very gratified and I want to ex-
press appreciation to the Senator and to
the members of his subcommittee.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
again, I thank the distinguished chair-
man.

Mr. President, I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Jersey is
recognized.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I wish to
join my colleagues in expressing satis-
faction with this bill. I think we have
done a good job and we have cut it. If
every appropriation bill is handled in
the same fashion, we are going to be
under the budget. When I say “budget,”
of course, I mean recommendations from
downtown which did not provide for a
balanced budget; but we may be able
to balance it and that would be an oc-
casion for great satisfaction, I know, for
my chairman, and all members of the
committee.

Mr. President, I have no desire to take
the time on specific parts of the bill. I
think they speak for themselves and the
report is very clear. We have, I think,
several amendments which may be
offered, and I now yield the floor for the
time being.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will state the first com-
mittee amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the com-
mittee amendments be agreed to en bloc
and that the bill as thus amended be re-
garded for the purpose of amendment
as original text, provided that no point
of order shall have been considered to
have been waived if the request is agreed
to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the committee
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amendments are considered and agreed
to en bloc.

The amendments agreed to en bloc are
as follows:

On page 2, in line 9, strike out “$24,-
300,000” and insert “$24,200,000”; in line
15, strike out “$25,500,000” and insert
“$26,500,000”; and in line 22, strike out
“$875,000” and insert “$1,500,000".

On page 3, in line 11, strike out “$544,-
400,000” and insert “$547,900,000".

On page 4, in line 18, strike out “§74,~
500,000” and insert “$77,250,000”; and in
line 19, strike out “1975” and insert
“1977".

On page 5, after line 2, insert the fol-
lowing:

RESERVE TRAINING

For all necessary expenses for the Coast
Guard Reserve, as authorized by law; maln-
tenance and operation of facilities; and sup-
plies, equipment, and services; $25,000,000:
Provided, That amounts equal to the oblil-
gated balances against the appropriations for
‘“Reserve training” for the two preceding
years shall be transferred to and merged with
this appropriation, and such merged appro-
priation shall be available as one fund, ex-
cept for accounting purposes of the Coast
Guard, for the payment of obligations prop-
erly incurred against such prior year appro-
priations and against this appropriation:
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
avallable only upon the enactment into law
of authorizing legislation by the Ninety-third
Congress,

On page 6, in line 11, strike out “$1,-
193,500,000 and insert “$1,206,800,000";
and in line 24, strike out “$11,500,000”
and insert “$13,750,000".

On page 7, in line 19, strike out “1975”
and insert “1976".

On page 8, in line 10, strike out “$55,-
000,000” and insert “$66,500,000".

On page 10, at the beginning of line 5,
strike out “$14,300,000” and insert “$12,-
800,000”; and the end of the same line,
strike out “$9,000,000” and insert “$7,-
500,000”; in line 9, strike out “$25,100,-
000” and insert “$23,600,000”; and in line
16, strike out “$1,000,000” and insert
“$1,020,000".

On page 11, in line 8, strike out “$10,-
000,000” and insert “$18,000,000”; in line
9. strike out “$3,000,000” and insert ““$5,-
14120'000": after line 10, insert the follow-

g:

RATLROAD-HIGHWAY CROSSINGS DEMONSTRATION
PrOJECTS

For necessary expenses of rallroad-highway
crossings demonstration projects, to remain
avallable until expended: $11,943,000, of
which $5,043,000 is for projects at Elko, Ne-
vada, and 86,000,000 is for projects at Wheel-
ing, West Virginia; and $7,962,000 of these
amounts shall be derived from the Highway
Trust Fund: Provided, That this appropria-
tion shall be avallable only upon enactment
into law by authorizing: legislation of the
Ninety-third Congress.

And in line 25, strike out “$2,600,000”
and insert “$2,500,000".

On page 12, at the end of line 4, strike
out “$15,000,000” and insert “$5,000,000” ;
and beginning with line 18, strike out:
RIGHT-OF-WAY REVOLVING FPUND (LIQUIDATION

OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) (TrUST

Funp)

For payment of obligations incurred in
carrying out the provisions of title 23, United
States Code, section 103 (c), as authorized by
section 7(c) of the Federal Aid Highway Act
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of 1968, #4,000,000, to remain available until
expended, and to be derived from the “High-
way trust fund” at such times and in such
amounts as may be necessary to meet current
withdrawals.

On page 13, in line 23, strike out
“$44,632,000” and insert ““$49,755,000".

On page 14, in line 6, after “Act” insert
a colon and the following:

Provided further, That $5,000,000 of such
funds shall be available ~nly upon enactment
into law by authorizing legislation of the 93d
Congress.

In line 22, strike out “$10,500,000” and
insert $10,350,000”; and at the end of line
26, strike out *$7,000,000” and insert
#$9,400,000".

On page 15 beginning with line 1, in-
sert the following:

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR RAILROAD SAFETY

For grants-in-aid to carry out a railroad
safety program, $1,600,000: Provided, That
this appropriation shall be available only
upon enactment of authorizing legislation
by the Ninety-third Congress.

At the end of line 9, strike out “$17,-
100,000” and insert “$23,600,000”; and
g with line 11, insert the
following:
REDUCTION IN APPROPRIATIONS
Appropriations heretofore granted under
the head “Grants to National Rallroad Pas-
senger Corporation” are reduced by the sum
of §9,100,000.
GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER
CORPORATION
To enable the Secretary of Transportation
to make grants to the National Ralilroad
Passenger Corporation, #$115,500,000, to
remain available until expended, of which
$61,500,000 shall be avallable only upon the
enactment into law of authorizing legislation
by the Ninety-third Congress: Provided,
That not to exceed $7,100,000 is to be ex-
pended only in connection with the con-
struction of station and related facilities to
serve the Metroliner at New Carrollton,
Maryland.

On page 17, at the end of line 11, strike
out “$5,200,000” and insert “$5,000,000 to
remain available until expended.”; in
line 18, strike out “$29,600,000” and in-
sert “$40,800,000”; in line 19, strike out
“$27,100,000” and insert *$37,800,000”;
and at the end of line 20, strike out
“$2,000,000” and insert “$2,500,000".

On page 23, in line 20, strike out
“$280,000,000” and insert “$310,000,000™;
and at the end of line 24, strike out “$45,-
000,000” and insert “$55,000,000".

On page 24, at the end of line 3, strike
out “$80,000,000” and insert *“$85,000,-
000"”; at the end of line 17, strike out
“$5,000,000” and insert “$12,000,000” and
in line 23, strike out ‘““$980,000,000” and
insert “$1,000,000,000".

On page 27, in line 3, after “ratings”,
strike out “which are in excess of the
levels in effect on January 1, 1973"” and
insert “which did not exist as of Janu-
ary 1, 1973, until such program is re-
viewed and approved by the appropriate
commifttees of the Congress”.

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. Pres-
ident, included in the Department of
Transportation appropriations bill are
funds for the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration’s facilities and equipment pro-
gram. Most of the funds will be used to
meet the urgent needs of the air naviga-
tion and air traffic control system.
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Of particular importance in the bill
are funds for an instrument landing sys-
tem at Allentown, Pa., in the Lehigh Val-
ley. This is one of the fastest growing
areas of the Commonwealth and air
traffic at the Allentown-Bethlehem-~
Easton Airport has reflected that. I am
pleased that the FAA has recognized the
need for an improved instrument land-
ing system at the A-B-E airport in Le-
high County.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I send to the desk two amendments and
I ask unanimous consent that they may
be considered en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments will be stated.

The amendments were stated, as fol-
lows:

On page 9, line 13 of the reported bill,
strike “1975” and insert “1976".

On page 14, line 26 of the reported bill,
following “$400,000” and preceding the pe=
riod, insert “, of which $1,400,000 shall be
avallable only for additional safety inspec=
tors”

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
these two committee amendments are
described in the committee report on
pages 13 and 21. They were omitted from
the printed amendments that were
agreed to en bloc earlier.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, these amend-
ments are agreed to en bloc.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator Mathias and myself, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask that
it be stated.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore. The amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 2, line 7, immediately after the
semicolon, add the following: “including not
to exceed 1,000,000 for allocation to the
Office of Pipeline Safety for a study of the
safety of natural gas pipeline distribution
systems which shall consider such areas as
the use of plastic pipes, the evaluation of
the conditions of existing distribution sys-
tems, third party damages, the need for ex-
panding present regulations on service lines,
the effectiveness of “odors” given to natural
gas, and the utilization of the system ap=-
proach to pipeline safety,"”

On page 2, line 9, strike $24,200,000 and
insert in lleu thereof $25,200,000.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, this amend-
ment would provide up to $1 million to
the Office of Pipeline Safety for a study
of the safety of natural gasline distribu-
tlon systems. This is similar to the
amendment that I offered on June 30
to the HUD appropriations measure and
which the Senate adopted. Unfortu-
nately, the amendment was deleted in
conference with the House because, as I
understand it, they felt that the HUD
appropriations bill was not the appro-
priate vehicle.

Mr. President, the appropriate vehicle
is now before us and I hope that this
amendment will pass. Before discussing
the amendment, I want to commend the
committee for increasing the appropria-
tions for section 5 of the Natural Gas
Pipeline Safety Act, which provides
grants to States for developing and im-
plementing safety programs. This is
needed and I know the committee, in the




July 28, 1973

words of the report, has “concern over
the recent rash of gas explosions.”

In addition to expanding the grants-
in-aid program, in my judgment, it is
critical that we expand our research
efforts and the funds for this program
are provided in the appropriations to the
Office of the Secretary. Accordingly, my
proposal would amend this section of the
bill and add $1 million for a study.

The Office of Pipeline Safety, which is
under the Assistant Secretary for En-
vironment, Safety and Consumer Affairs
in the Office of the Secretary of Trans-
portation, is responsible for administer-
ing the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act
of 1968.

This Office develops and enforces
safety standards for the pipeline systems
which transport natural gas and hazard-
ous liquids. Their program is built around
three program elements: Safety stand-
ards development, operations and com-
pliance—through inspection—of inter-
state transmission facilities, and pro-
vision of assistance to State and local
governments for the developing and
implementing safety programs.

The Office carries out the program of
grants-in-aid for gas pipeline safety,
which I previously mentioned and which
the committee has provided increased
funding.

Finally, the Office also carries out a
research program. It is this effort that
my amendment will accelerate.

When inadequate research funds are
provided, priorities have to be made and
at present the two important priorities of
the Office seem to be the study of liquid
natural gas and the Alaskan pipeline.
Both of these are of critical importance.
The problem of natural gas explosions
in residential areas is also of critical
concern and a matter of urgency. I do
not believe that we can wait for the
answers. When I introduced the amend-
ment to the HUD appropriations bill, I
recalled the explosion that had taken
place in Bowie, where three people were
killed and the explosion that had oc-
curred in Columbia, Md. Fortunately, in
the Columbia case, the residents were on
vacation. Since then, another explosion
occurred on July 16 in Annandale, burn-
ing two people and this was the fifth
natural gas explosion in the Washington
area in the last 16 months to cause death,
serious injury, or major damage.

Although the Office of Pipeline Safety
is concerned about the natural gas ex-
plosions of residential areas. Without
adequate funds, they simply cannot give
it the priority which I believe it deserves.
What would the Office be expected to do
with this additional money?

I specifically list some of the areas
which I believe cry out for immediate
attention. I believe that we need to ex-
amine the use of plastic pipes, taking a
look at the time and environmental ef-
fects, particularly on existing systems
that are now in the ground that were
placed there a few years ago. The Bowie
explosion apparently resulted from a
crack in a one-half inch plastic gas serv-
ice line.

The amendment would also direct the
Office of Pipeline Safety to evaluate the
conditions of existing distribution sys-
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tems. We really need to develop some
way to evaluate these lines in place to
determine whether the existing lines are
safe and adequate.

The amendment further requires a
study of third party damages. In the
special study on prevention of damages to
pipelines issued just yesterday, the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board noted
that T1 percent of distribution system
accidents involved outside-forces dam-
age and that 42 percent of the outside-
force accidents related to evacuation
damages.

This was the case in the first Annan-
dale explosion. A model code has been
developed and many States and local
jurisdictions have enacted statutes re-
quiring the contractors and the distri-
bution utility companies to get together
prior to construction. We need to moni-
tor carefully what has been done, deter-
mine the effectiveness of these programs
and see whether we need to revise the
program and perhaps even come up with
a new model statute.

In addition, the study would examine
the need for expanding present DOT reg-
ulations on service lines, Service lines are
those lines which run from the street to
the house. Presently, we only regulate
those lines until they reach the meter,
and not the lines inside the house. We
need to look at existing regulations and
determine if we need to expand them.
The most recent Annandale explosion,
where the gas pipe split inside the build-
ing, underscores the importance of this
effort.

Finally, we need to know and the study
directs an examination into the effective-
ness of present “odors” added to natural
gas. For example, in the Bowie explosion,
there evidently was no warning odor.
Natural gas does not emit an odor and
companies add aromatic chemicals so
that leaks may be sensed and detected.
It is suspected that in some cases the
chemicals added may be filtered out, par-
ticularly if the natural gas had worked
its way through the soil.

The study would include an examina-
tion of the potential of “system safety”
technology to prevent accidents.

Our aerospace, aviation, and military
activities have demonstrated the ad-
vantage of the new technology of sys-
tem safety. These methods are being
adapted to other areas but they have
not yet been employed on the surface
modes of transportation. The potential
for system safety appears great for pipe-
line safety. As a special study of the
systematic approach by the National
Safety Board of May 25, 1973 observed:

System safety procedures are employed in
the aerospace field as the first step in the
safety chain. This is a marked departure
from the accident-based approach to safety
in other modes in which reliance is placed
upon the lessons learned from accidents in
order to formulate remedial action. Investi-
gations of accidents are an important part
of the safety chain to determine weaknesses
in a safety system, but should not be the
primary method used to create a safe system.

Mr. President, a Washington Post
article of July 8 estimated that one-
quarter of the 80,000 reported household
gas leaks checked each year by the
Washington Gas & Light Co. are seri-
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ous enough that they could result in
explosions if left unattended. The Na-
tional Observer of July 28 began a front
page article as follows: “One million
miles of gas pipeline lie stretched across
the United States. . . . Nearly all of them
leak.” Nationwide, there were 62 deaths
in 1972, a 32-percent increase over the
previous year, as a result of explosions
caused by escaped natural gas. The ca-
lamity of natural gas explosions can
strike as swiftly and unexpectedly as a
bolt of lightning. If we are to prevent
this kind of disaster from repeating itself
over and over, we must make certain
that adequate safeguards and standards
are provided and adhered to in the de-
sign, construction, and maintenance of
our pipeline and gas hookups in resi-
dential areas.

In addition, it is critical that public
education on the problem and the danger
signs be increased. It seems to me that
the magnitude of this problem and its
continued potential for -catastrophe
make it imperative that we step-up our
efforts in this area. This amendment
contemplates an accelerated examina-
tion of this serious problem which af-
fects citizens’ lives, safety, and property
all over the country. It is hoped that the
study will be completed as soon as pos-
sible.

Obviously, we must be concerned with
the increasing frequency with which
these types of events are happening.
For that reason, I hope the Senate will
accept this amendment and hold it in
conference so that we will achieve an
accelerated and coordinated effort to
solve this problem of utmost priority and
urgent national concern. I ask unani-
mous consent that the National Ob-
server article to which I earlier referred
be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

GAs PIPELINES—THEY LEAK
(By William J. Lanouette)

One milllon miles of gas pipelines le
stretched across the United States. Some,
like the transmission lines that take gas
from the flields in the Southwest to the big
cities of the Northeast, are 314 feet in diam-
eter. Others, like those keeping your house
appliances going, may measure only 3 of .
an inch across.

Nearly all of them leak.

You probably read about the dozen or so
most spectacular gas leaks each year—the
ones that blow suburban houses into chips
and splinters and wipe out whole city blocks.

But what about the other leaks—the ones
that controls or coincidence prevented from
becoming front-page disasters? Because of
the complicated nature of the nation’s gas-
pipeline system, and the fragmented Fed-
eral, state, and local jurisdictions that regu-
late it, even counting the yearly accidents
is a confusing enterprise. Anticipating fu-
ture trouble, and trying to prevent it, is even
more elusive. But help is on the way.

AT LEAST 683,163 LEAKS LAST YEAR

Federal safety officlals say there were at
least 693,163 gas leaks last year. That's the
number reported to the Office of Pipeline
Safety (OPS), the Washington-based na-
tional watchdog agency for the gas-pipeline
network.

When OPS sends its required annual re-
port to Congress, however, the statistics
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change. In 1972 their report says there were
1,293 leaks. Not 693,163.

Why this wild discrepancy? It depends on
viewpoint. Thus, OPS, under the Natural Gas
Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 that created 1t,
is only required by law to tell Congress about
gas-pipeline “failures.” A leak becomes a
“failure” only if someone is killed or hos-
pitalized, or if a fire starts, or if property
damage exceeds $5,000. Taking this viewpoint
the OFS reports that the 1,293 gas-pipeline
“failures” that occurred in 1972 killed 54
persons, injured 434 others, and caused $2,-
008,893 In damage.

But even those figures are misleading. For
example, the year's estimated property dam-
age accounts only for the property of the
gas companles, If damage to other buildings
is included, the figure would be at least
five times higher.

A PERPLEXING QUESTION

Indeed, it is precisely such discrepancies,
resulting from the different and often com-
petitive viewpoints, that make the question
of gas-pipeline safety so perplexing. An ar-
ray of fragmented jurisdictional authority
also hampers the ability of any single agency
to successfully regulate an industry that
has increased more than 20-fold in the last
50 years. In 1920 natural gas provided 4.4
per cent of the nation’s energy needs. Today,
with total energy consumption more than
trebled, it provides 32.9 per cent. The con-
tinuing demand for energy, coupled with ex-
panding patterns of construction in the na-
tion’s suburban sprawl, makes the task of
preventing future gas disasters essential.

Last month, escaping gas led to an explo-
sion that killed two persons and seriously
injured a third in Bowle, Md., a Washington
suburb. Last week, three persons were badly
hurt when two plate-glass windows were
blown out of a restaurant in another Wash-
ington suburb.

“Natural gas is a good, clean, safe fuel if
it's handled properly,” says Barry Sweedler,
an inspector for the Federal National Trans-
portation Safety Board and research director
of a forthcoming report on gas-pipeline
safety, “But the potential problems have us
concerned.”

A principal concern, because it accounts
for about a third of all gas-pipeline acel-
dents, is the frequency with which construc-
tion workers accidentally dig into buried gas
lines. In the fast-growing Washington, D.C.,
area, for example, during a four-month
period last year, the Washington Gas Light
Co. received 6,000 calls about pipeline leaks,
of which 2,200 were construction related.

ACCIDENTAL HOLOCAUST

In March 1972 one of the company's gas
" mains in the suburb of Annandale was acci-
dentally struck by a backhoe, a mechanical
excavator. Gas seepilng from the line ex-
ploded, demolishing two houses, damaging a
third. The blast killed a woman and her two
children and seriously injured a gas-com-
pany employee.

To prevent similar accidents, Fairfax
County, in which Annandale is located, en-
acted an ordinance requiring contractors to
notify all utllity companies with under-
ground lines in the area at least two days
before beginning excavation. The utility
companies are then required to locate their
lines, and the contractor must hand-dig
around these lines to avoid striking them.
This approach has several drawbacks. Among
them:

Contractors have strong economlc incen-
tives to carry out their excavation with the
more eficient power equipment.

Even if construction trenches are hand-
dug, many new plastic gas lines can be
broken with a pick.

At best, county inspectors can only make
spot checks at the hundreds of construction
sites.

Under the ordinance a contractor may not
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begin to dig until the location of all utility
lines is marked, and until all companies
which do not have lines at his slte tell him
so; with 16 operators of underground utility
lines in the county, the clearance procedure
is difficult.

Some contractors might consider violating
the ordinance, risking a misdemeanor with
a maximum fine of $300 or imprisonment of
up to 30 days, & gamble worth taking.

A few local jurisdictions, including Roch-
ester, N.Y., Detroit, and Bridgeport, Conn.,
have instituted single-call notiflcation sys-
tems, so that contractors can dial one tele-
phone number to request information on all
underground utility lines in the area, In
Rochester, for example, contractors are urged
to call “Mac Mole” and “Gus Gopher,” while
diggers in Detroit are invited to telephone a
throaty young volce named “Miss Dig.” In
Houston, and Portland, Ore., underground
work is monitored by permit systems.

Joseph Kleinberg, a superintendent at the
Rochester Gas & Electric Corp. and an origi-
nator of the “Mac Mole"” program, says that
“‘despite rapidly increasing construction in
our area, the number of gas-pipeline acci-
dents has dropped. In 1963, the year before
we began our call system, we had about 5,000
calls from contractors and 350 incidents. In
1972 we had more than 12,000 calls and only
260 incidents,” He predicts that 15 or 20
such systems will be operating around the
country soon.

FURTHER SAFETY PROBLEMS

Even if this approach were expanded to
cover many more local jurisdictions however,
there is a further safety problem with gas
pipelines. Says Carl R. Johnson, an Ohio
Public Utilities commissioner: “A number of
these pipes have been in the ground for 256
or 30 years, and some have been down there
a lot longer than that. The action of the
elements—soll, acidity, water, bacteria—are
not really known in a lot of areas. The
probability of a disaster is likely to increase
with the passage of years, Corrosion was
listed as the cause of 195 of the 1,203 “fall-
ures” that OPS reported to Congress for 1972.
The annual figures are expected to increase.

Commissioner Johnson is a member of the
Transportation Department’s Technical
Pipeline Safety Standards Committee, a 15-
member board that reviews Federal regula-
tions in such areas as pipe testing, repair
procedures, and pressure standards. Even
this enterprise is limited, however, since
Federal jurisdiction for pipeline safety goes
only from the well, through the transmis-
sion lines, the local distribution system, and
ends at the customer's service line or gas
meter. Then a welter of local building codes,
and the standards of each individual gas
company, prevail.

To further complicate the regulatory sit-
uation, the jurisdictions that devise plpe-
line-safety standards seldom apply them. In
fact, the Federal Government has original
jurisdiction to enforce its regulations and
civil penalties in only two States, Louislana
and New Jersey. In all others, plus the Dis-
trict of Columbia and Puerto Rico, the in-
dividual power commissions have agreed to
exercise that authority.

Although 45 of the 50 jurisdictions have
authority to impose fines for breaking the
law, not a single one of 73,726 “deficiencies”
was punished by the fine last year. Of these
70,249 were discovered in New York state
alone.

Roy Siskin, a spokesman for the American
Gas Association, which represents about 300
distributors, described the present situation
of legal llability that frequently accompanies
natural-gas accidents as a jungle. "It's sim-
ple,” he said. “Everybody sues everybody.”
Few guldelines are avallable to judges hear-
ing these cases.

The OPS, meanwhile, continues to operate
with a small staff of field inspectors and no
early prospect that Congress will authorize
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the hiring of more. Director Joseph C. Cald-
well prefers to stress that his office’s data-
collection procedures are now established and
that reports in future years will yield a de-
talled assessment of trends in gas-pipeline
safety.

Because 1972 was the first year that com-
prehensive figures were compiled, placing
pipeline safety in perspective is speculative at
best. “As an Industry, the accident rate s
extremely low,” boasts Ron Jones, the pipe-
line co-ordinator at the American Petroleum
Institute, & body of natural gas producers.

“It's difficult to say if we're having more
accidents each year or not,” adds Barry Swee-
dler. “In some recent accidents we've been
extremely lucky. If they'd happened a few
miles down the line, or at ancother time of
day, the death rate would be very much
higher. I don't foresee a drastic reduction in
the number of sericus accidents uniess action
is taken in a number of areas.”

Sweedler urges the public to become more
aware of what to do when faced with a gas
leak: Don't strike a match or change a light
switch, get as much fresh air into the area
as you can, then get out and call the gas com-
pany and the fire company from another tele-
phone.

He emphasizes the need for better training
for gas-company personnel and complains
that often each company has its own emer-
gency procedures which are Incompatible
with those of nearby firms. Sometimes a com=-
pany will have good procedures and not fol-
low them, Other times, there are no company
rules. “So far,” he says, “we've been lucky.”

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr, BEALL. I yield.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, the distinguished Senator from
Maryland, the author of the amendment
discussed the matter with me and the
distinguished ranking member of the
committee and with the Senator from
Alaska (Mr, STeEVENS) . My understanding
is that they are prepared to accept it
and I am prepared to accept it.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, 1 accept the
amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Do Senators yield back their time?

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I yield back
my time.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yield back my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. All time is yielded back. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Maryland.

The amendment was agreed to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill is open to further amend-
ment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presid-
ent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr., STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from New York (Mr.
Javirs), I send to the desk an amendment
and ask that it be stated.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be stated.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 6, line 1, strike the figure “3,500,~
000" and insert in lieu thereof “#4,5600,000.”

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this is
an amendment that seeks restoration of
the $1 million that was not appealed by
the department, I understand.

I offer the amendment on behalf of the
Senator from New York.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the Senator from New York.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, The Senator from New York is
recognized for 3 minutes,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am very
grateful to the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr, RoBerT C. Byrp) and the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) for look-
ing at the $1 million figure to increase
the appropriations for State boating
safety assistance from $3.5 million to $4.5
million.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the presentation of the State
of New York addressed to the Senator
from West Virginia be printed at this
point in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the presen-
tation was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

STATE OF NEw YORE,
WASHINGTON OFFICE,
Washington, D.C., July 19, 1973.
The Honorable RoserT C. BYRD,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR BYRD: The New York Office
of Parks and Recreation has asked me to
convey to members of the Senate Transporta-
tion Appropriations Subcommittee its oppo-
sitlon to the cut in funding for the Safe
Boating Assistance Program (P.L. 92-75) . The
Administration budgeted $4.5 million for FY
1974 and the House cut this figure to $3.5
million.

Public Law 92-75 provides that the State
share of the matching funds shall increase
each year during the life of the authoriza-
tion. New York and other states making use
of these funds can thereby anticipate having
to assume a greater share of the cost in suc-
ceeding years. However, this unforeseen cut
in overall Federal spending, should the House
figure be sustained, will work a hardship on
the various states’ programs. In New York,
for example, the enforcement aspect of the
program will suffer.

I would like to urge the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee to restore the funding level
for the State Boating Assistance Program to
the $4.5 million level. It would be most un-
fortunate so early in the life of the Act to
cut the funding for a worthy viable program
for which the states will eventually assume
major responsibility.

Sincerely,
RoGer W. HooKer, Jr,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
point out the critically important as-
pect of this matter to my particular State
and other States, as my State in many
ways does its utmost to be in the fore-
front of developments of this character,
where State participation is vital. Boat-
ing has become a very major activity for
the shore front and we have a very im-
portant shore front, including Long Is-
land, in the State of New York.

I am very grateful to the Senator from
Alaska for his handling of this matter
immediately before my arrival and to the
Senator from West Virginia for handling
it, as well. Boating safety is becoming
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jnereasingly important as more and more
boats are being used all over the coun-
try. I understand that Senator CoTTON,
who played such a vital role in the en-
actment of Public Law 92-75 which au-
thorizes funds for this program is very
interested in seeing this program go
forward as quickly as possible. I share
that view completely and my amendment
seeks to do just that.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I want to assure the distinguished Sena-
tor that the subcommittee was pleased
to accept his amendment this morning.
The subcommittee recognizes that it is
a very meritorious item.

I thank the Senator for offering the
amendment.

I will be glad to take the amendment
to conference and defend it as best I can.
Even if the amendment had not been so
meritorious, I think I would have accept-
ed the amendment rather than do battle
with the Senator from New York because
I know that he would win.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is very kind.
However, that is not always the case. I
would hope that was the case, however,
with this amendment.

We will undertake to furnish to the
Senator from West Virginia background
material which will enable him to hold
this particular item in conference.

Also, I wish to note that, with respect
to the addition which the committee
made to reactivate 13 Coast Guard
search and rescue stations, that $922,000
additional to the $600,000 provided by a
floor amendment in the House would en-
able the Coast Guard to fully reactivate
the 13 stations at a total cost of $1,522,-
000. One of the problems of the State
of New York is this question of full
reactivation. We have two stations at
Galloo Island and Sodus Point.

And I gather that when the commit-
tee says in the report that it intends the
Coast Guard stations in question shall be
made truly and fully operative on a full-
time basis that the objective of the ap-
propriation is a full activation rather
than just the necessary appropriations.
The committee is giving them what it
understands to be required for a reac-
tivation. Is that correct? It is important
to make this point because the Coast
Guard had indicated it would not oper-
ate the station on a full-time basis after
the House had added the $600,000 on the
floor, which they thought would do
the job.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator is correct. The commit-
tee report language accurately reflects
the intention of the subcommittee and
the full committee in this respect.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I would like
to join as a cosponsor of the amend-
ment. The amendment simply restores
the amount that the budget originally
asked for; the House eliminated it; it
was not appealed.

In connection with the program, not
only the people of New York but the peo-
ple of New Jersey are benefited and lives
are involved as well as property. It is a
matter of lasting interest.
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T hope we may be able to give it fav-
orable consideration.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
my two colleagues have clearly stated
the facts. This matter was not appealed.
I am confident that it is a meritorious
matter. I am willing fto accept the
amendment on behalf of this side of the
aisle and to take it to conference.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield
back my time.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield back
my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. All time is yielded back. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum, and
ask unanimous consent that the time not
be charged.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the or-
der for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President.
I understood that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. PErcyY) had an
amendment to offer, but I understand
now he does not. I do understand that
he wishes merely to engage in a brief col-
loquy prior to passage of the bill.

Therefore, I ask that we go to third
reading.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill is open to further amend-
ment. If there be no further amend-
ment to be proposed, the question is on
the engrossment of amendments and
third reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill (H.R. 8760) was read the third
time.

Amtrak Service in Arkansas (H.R.
8760)

AMTRAK SERVICE IN ARKANSAS (H.R. 8760)

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the
1973 Supplemental Appropriations Act
(Public Law 92-607), signed into law on
October 31, 1972, contained funds for
Amtrak to rectify a gross injustices be-
ing perpetrated upon the people of the
State of Arkansas.

The $4.1 million contained in that
measure was to be used to provide Am-
trak rail passenger service in Arkansas,
as part of a proposed north-south route
linking the United States with Mexico.
Arkansas has been arbitrarily excluded
from our national rail system, and these
supplemental moneys were to redress
that wrong while, at the same time, initi-
ating an important, new international
transportation service for our citizens.

Despite the law, however, the Office of
Management and Budget has refused to
release these funds, and the 2 million
people of my State still remain without
rail passenger service.

The withholding of these supplemental
funds has not been and cannot be justi-
fled. There are 13 States where Amtrak
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is presently operating which have con-
siderably smaller populations than Ar-
kansas. Thus, to bar the 2 million people
of Arkansas from the system on this basis
is totally without foundation.

There also is no valid argument for not
establishing this service because of cost.
Of the 26 total Amtrak passenger routes,
only one is making a profit. All the rest
are operating at substantial losses—and
some close to or in excess of the cost to
bring Arkansas into the system. More-
over, many of the 25 losing routes have
demonstrated little likelihood of operat-
ing profitably, thereby making it all the
more reasonable that Arkansas be given
an opportunity to demonstrate its very
considerable Amtrak ridership potential.

But, Mr. President, there is an even
more compelling reason for putting an
end to this rank discrimination. If there
is to be a national policy of providing rail
passenger service, subsidized by the Fed-
eral Government, then every State in the
Union—all of our people—are entitled to
that service. All who are paying for this
subsidized service are entitled to receive
it. There should be no such thing as sec-
ond class citizenship in this great Na-
tion—for the right to enjoy railroad pas-
senger service or for any other right.

I, therefore, urge all of my colleagues
to join with me in putting an end to this
inequality, by supporting H.R. 8760
which once again provides the funds nec-
essary to bring Arkansas into the nation-
al rail transportation system.

THE NEED FOR FUNDS TO KEEFP EKANSBAS CITY-
8T. LOUIS AMTRAK SERVICE

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the
people of Missouri are on the verge of
losing the only passenger rail service be-
tween our State's two largest metro-
politan areas.

In 1966, the Missouri Pacific Railroad
operated four trains in each direction
daily between Kansas City and St. Louis.
Four months ago, Amtrak announced its
intention to drop the last train now run-
ning between these two cities. That is
the National Limited which connects
Missouri with Washington, D.C., and
New York City.

In order to keep the National Limited,
Amtrak will need less than $5 million to
meet anticipated losses for fiscal year
1974.

Amtrak President Roger Lewis re-
cently testified before the Senate Appro-
priations Committee that if his agency’s
budget request was increased by only $10
million, Amtrak could keep the National
Limited as well as the train which now
runs between Chicago and Florida.

The Appropriations Committee has
recommended that amount and I join
with my colleague Senator EAGLETON in
urging the Senate to approve the $10 mil-
lion increase for this fiscal year.

It is our hope that Amtrak will work
to make the National Limited competi-
tive with air and bus transportation and
thereby make this rail passenger route
a self-supporting service.

Efforts will need to be made to im-
prove scheduling connections, to de-
crease travel time between cities in Mis-
souri, and to add one or more trains in
each direction to attract daily commu-
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ters who cannot stay overnight just to
make a trip across our State.

Although Amtrak wanted to stop the
National Limited next Thursday, Au-
gust 2, the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission has ordered it to continue opera-
tions for 4 more months while hearings
are held on the Amtrak request.

We have asked the ICC for such hear-
ings, and will insist that they be held
if Amtrak proceeds with its petition to
discontinue this route. However, the
Congress could avbid the need for hear-
ings by voting an additional $10 million
to meet this year’s costs on the National
Limited and Chicago-Florida routes.

The outpouring of support for contin-
uing the National Limited has been over-
whelming in our State. The Governor,
the State house of representatives, the
judges of the various county courts, offi-
cials from Kansas City and St. Louis, and
Mayor John Christy of Jefferson City,
have wired or written to us asking that
the Congress provide the money to keep
this train.

We have long believed in the impor-
tance of this rail passenger service to
Missourians and firmly support the ad-
ditional appropriation to operate the Na-
tional Limited.

PROHIBITION AGAINST NEW AVIATION USER FEES

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, there
has been considerable speculation in the
aviation community, and particularly in
the general aviation trade press, that the
Administration will seek in the near fu-
ture to obtain by administrative action
certain new fees and charges to be levied
against the aviation community to defray
the cost of various FAA administrative
responsibilities.

The Department has had under consid-
eration not only proposals for new fees
and charges for the certification of air-
craft types, but also additional fees to
be levied against pilots and owners of
private aircraft as well.

The cost allocation study of the Secre-
tary of Transportation is due to be trans-
mitted to the Congress in the near future.
It is rumored that this report will con-
tain recommendations for substantial in-
creases in the contribution of general
aviation and the airlines to the airport/
airways trust fund. There is no clear
reading at this time as to whether these
charges may be sought to be implemented
by administrative action.

Mr. President, I commend the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for its action
in reporting section 315 of the pending
Department of Transportation Appro-
priations Act for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974. Section 315 clearly states—

None of the funds in this Act shall be
available for the implementation or execu-
tion of a program in the Department of
Transportatlon to collect fees, charges or
prices for approvals, tests, authorizations,
certificates, permits, registrations, and ratings
which did not exist as of January 1, 1973,
until such program is reviewed and approved

by the appropriate committees of the
Congress.

Mr. President, this simply means that
the suggested new fees and charges may
not be levied without the express consid-
eration and approval of the Congress. I
commend the committee for reporting
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this measure, and believe that it is in the
public interest to require congressional
review of fees and charges levied against
the aviation community by the Federal
Government.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, I wish
to commend Senator RoserT C. BYrp and
the Appropriations Subcommittee on
Transportation for providing an addition
of $922,000 to reactivate 13 Coast Guard
search and rescue stations. This sum, in .
addition to the $600,000 provided by the
floor amendment in the House, should
enable the Coast Guard to fully reacti-
vate 13 search and rescue stations in the
Great Lakes region which have been
closed since April 1.

One of these Coast Guard stations is
located at Grand Marais, Minn. Had this
station remained closed, or ‘“disestab-
lished,” there would have been greatly
increased risks to recreational boaters
and commercial vessels off the North
Shore of Lake Superior, where sudden
storms can overtake lake craft with little
or no warning. Duluth, 135 miles down
the coast of Lake Superior, is the next
closest search and rescue station avail-
able. This 135-mile distance is twice that
of any other disestablished station,
many of them on far calmer waters than
Lake Superior.

Mr, President, I also wish to commend
my colleague, Congressman JoHN BLAT-
NiK, the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Public Works, for his great
efforts to reopen the Grand Marias Coast
Guard station.

I hope that the Grand Marais station
will be reopened as soon as possible.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, today the
Senate is considering the fiscal year 1974
appropriations for the Coast Guard. I
offered an amendment to this bill which
was accepted by the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee. The amendment calls
for the appropriation of “an additional
$2.75 million for the construction of a
helicopter search and rescue (SAR) sta-
tion to be located at a suitable point be-
tween San Francisco, Calif. and Astoria,
Oreg.” This search-and-rescue facility
would serve the northern coastal area of
California.

The mnorthern portion of the scenic
California coastline has suffered a series
of natural disasters including tidal waves,
“freak” storms often of hurricane force,
such as the one which occurred on Au-
gust 16, 1972, severe flooding and fre-
quent ocean storms.

The need for a SAR facility for the
north coast has been demonstrated re-
peatedly and has been recognized by the
Coast Guard for some time. From a
meeting held on January 4, 1966, be-
tween Humboldt County Board of Su-
pervisors and the Coast Guard Comman-
dant, 12th Coast Guard District, an
agreement was reached in which 12.8
acres of land at Arcata Airport were set
aside for the development of a helicop-
ter base. Subsequent plans and specifica-
tions were drawn by the Coast Guard—
drawing No. D-743-01 dated May 6, 1966.
However, due to the escalation of the
Vietnam conflict and limited funding,
the project was held in abeyance. It has
remained in this category ever since.

In recent action, the Coast Guard has
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listed a SAR facility for Humboldt
County for future funding. The people of
Humboldt County were promised this fa-
cility in 1966 and they have been waiting
7 long years to get it. During this time pe-
riod, the board of supervisors of Hum-
boldt County has developed a system of
nine airports which aid in disaster relief
and benefit not only Humboldt County
residents as well. Foresighted officials in
the area can credit themselves with
countless missions of mercy which have
meant life itself to the individuals in-
volved. But the local community cannot
continue carrying the burden alone, es-
pecially in light of the area’s rapidly
growing commercial fishing industry and
the quickly expanding tourist industry.

In June of this year, I offered an
amendment to the bill which contains
the fiscal year 1974 authorization for the
Coast Guard. My amendment called for
the authorization of $2.75 million for
construction of this SAR facility. I was
pleased that the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee accepted my amendment which
subsequently passed the Senate and was
accepted by the House. The bill, which
included funding for the Humboldt
County SAR station, became law on
July 9, 1973 (Public Law 93-065) .

Now that the facility is authorized, I
urge the Senate to pass the fiscal year
1974 appropriations for the Coast Guard
with my amendment calling for the ap-
propriation of $2.75 million for construc-
tion of a Coast Guard search and rescue
station to be located on the northern
coast of California. I would also urge that
the conferees recognize the urgent need
for this facility and fight to retain these
funds in the final conference report.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing measure be temporarily laid aside
until the hour of 10:55 a.m.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
it is my understanding that the vote is to
occur on final passage of this bill at
11 a.m. Is that correct?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I am informed
that the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DoLe) wishes to enter into some colloquy
with the manager of the bill or members
of the committee.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Very well. Mr.
President, I withhold my request at this
time.

Mr. DOLE. My understanding from the
Federal Aviation Administration’s budg-
et justification data is that certain flight
service stations, including two at Em-
poria and Hill City, Kans., are scheduled
to be closed and replaced by unmanned
facilities.

For the purpose of clarifying the leg-
islative history on this matter, I wish to
verify my understanding of the language
contained in the report on this hill at
page 11.

Do I correctly understand the commit-
tee's intention to direct that these facili-
ties and others like them be maintained
at the current level of service and that
there be no dismissal or transfer of per-
sonnel from them until such time as the
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unmanned facilities are constructed and
operating satisfactorily?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator is
eminently correct.

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator. I un-
derstand the unmanned facilities may be
in operation by 1979. In the meantime,
as the Senator from Virginia has now
verified, we can expect the two flight
service stations in Kansas, and I think
some 28 others, to be in full operation
until that time?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the chair-
man of the subcomittee has correctly
stated the position of the subcommittee
and of the full committee on this.

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOLE. I yield.

Mr. STEVENS. It is my memory that
we had a letter from the distinguished
ranking minority member of the full
committee (Mr. Younc), the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. Dominick), and
other Senators, and we went into this
matter with the FAA and I think the
language that is in the report is the
answer to the inquiry made and that our
colleagues raised concerning the decom-
missioning of any of the flight service
stations before any of the automated
flight systems are in place and satisfac-
torily operating. We have had similar
problems in Alaska. This replacement
would not apply in Alaska or other parts
of the country until the replacements
are operating satisfactorily. That is our
understanding from the FAA regarding
the procedure in the future with regard
to the automated service systems.

Mr. DOLE. I appreciate the answer of
the Senator from Alaska, I think that
answers the questions raised in the letter.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
distinguished Senator from Kansas.

Mr. President, I now renew my re-
quest.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the bill will be
temporarily laid aside until 10:45 a.m.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the bill has already advanced to third
reading. Is that correct?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia is
correct.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr, President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll,

The legislative clerk proceeded to eall
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection. it is so ordered.

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1973

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ate will now proceed to the consideration
of the unfinished business, which is S.
372, which the clerk will read by title.

The legislative clerk read the biil by
title, as follows:
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A bill (8. 372) to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to relieve broadcasters of
the equal time requirement of sectlon 315
with respect to Presidential and Vice Presi-
dential candidates and to amend the Cam-
palgn Communications Reform Act to pro-
vide further limitation on expenditures in
election campalgns for Federal elective office.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I have cleared this request with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois (Mr.
STEVENSON), with the manager of the
bill, and, through another party, with the
distinguished ranking Republican mem-
ber of the committee (Mr. Cooxk.).

I ask unanimous consent that time on
all amendments to be offered by Mr.
STEVENSON, with the exception of the
amendment that is pending, be limited
to 30 minutes; that time be equally di-
vided in accordance with the usual form;
that the time on the pending amend-
ment be limited to 1 hour, to be equal-
ly divided in accordance with the usual
form; that time on an amendment by
Mr. CHurcH be limited to 30 minutes, to
be equally divided in accordance with the
usual form; that time on an amendment
by Mr. WeICKER be limited to 30 minutes,
to be equally divided in accordance with
the usual form.

I have cleared this request also with
Mr. WeIcker and Mr. CHURCH.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. STEVENSON. It is possible that
I may offer a motion to recommit with
instructions. I just wanted to be sure
that any such motion was not included
in the request by the acting majority
leader.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. There would
be 30 minutes on a motion to recommit,
in accordance with the agreement en- -
tered into the other day.

May I ask the Chair if I am correct?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia
is correct.

Mr. STEVENSON, I thank the Sen-
ator,

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
Senator.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from West Virginia?
Without objection, the agreement is en-
tered into.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question now is on the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
STEVENSON) No. 433, with a 1 hour lim-
itation on debate.

Who yields time?

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, with
the time to be charged equally to both
sides.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may require.
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I send to the desk a technical modi-
fication to amendment 433 on behalf of
myself and the Senator from Maryland
and ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be so modified.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection the amendment
is so modified.

The modification is as follows:

MODIFICATION OF AMENDMENT No. 433

At the end of the amendment insert the
following: On page 56, line 12, strike “the
lesser of”.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, yes-
terday we engaged in some discussion of
section 615 on contributions by individ-
uals to political committees.

I think in truth that on a reexamina-
tion of section 615, it lies somewhere in
between the positions that I and the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration dis-
cussed yesterday.

If an individual makes a contribution
to a candidate, section 615 would effec-
tively limit all contributions to both can-
didates and political committees to an
aggregate amount of $100,000. However,
if, on the other hand, the individual
made no contribution to a candidate, but
instead made contributions to political
committees, he could, upon my reason-
ing of this section, make unlimited con-
tributions. The effect would be the same.
There is, in the face of it, no limitation
on contributions to political commitiees
except for individuals to make contribu-
tions to both candidates and political
committees.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, if
the Senator would give me just 1 addi-
tional minute to try to explain the
amendment, I will be willing to yield to
the Senator from Nevada.

The amendment does two things. It is
technical. It is an attempt to try to con-
form the language of this amendment
to the intention expressed by the dis-
tinguished chairman yesterday. The
intention is to prohibit individual con-
tributions to both candidates and poli-
tical committees once that $100,000 level
now in the bill has been reached.

This amendment would remove all
possible ambiguity on that point by
taking the aggregate family limit pro-
viding in section 615, which on its face
permits giving to candidates, except that
the limitation in subsection (b) explicitly
prohibits contributions to either the can-
didate or a political committee once the
aggregate ceiling is reached.

As it now stands, section 615 prohibits
individual political contributions if the
individual family has given a total of
$100,000 to Federal candidates and po-
litical committees during the calendar
year.

This amendment makes another
change which is not technical but sub-
stantive. The amendment would also pro-
hibit contributions to an individual can-
didate or political committees if he has
given $25,000 to candidates or political
committees during the political year.

The $25,000 applies separately to each
individual, and the other limitation ap-
plies to all members of the family.
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There are several reasons for a sepa-
rate treatment for members of the fam-
ily. They are all individuals. They are
all equal. A wife may have her own money
or earn her own money. I do not see
why she should be prohibited from giv-
ing her money because the husband has
already given up to the family level.

The second limitation is particularly
the cases where members of the family
are contributing to opposing candidates
in a campaign.

I recognize it will be argued that this
provision would permit evasion, that it
would permit one individual to give in the
name of another. That is a problem that
we always face in drawing laws. We have
to draw them tightly. In this case, other
provisions of this bill should lead to ef-
fective enforcement. It does establish
an independent Commission. An indi-
vidual could not do indirectly legally
what he is prohibited from doing di-
rectly. And the law explicitly does pro-
hibit giving by one in the name of an-
other.

That, Mr. President, is the purpose of
this amendment. The first part is tech-
nical, simply to conform the language
of the bill to the express intent of the
committee, and second, to reduce that
$100,000 aggregate limit for families
to a $25,000 aggregate limit for indi-
viduals.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

I would like to ask the Senator, his
amendment is unprinted, and I wonder
if we could at least have it read, so we
wotuld have an opportunity to examine it,
rather than relying on what the Senator
says.

Mr. STEVENSON. The amendment
has been printed. It is No. 433.

Mr. CANNON. But amendment 433 has
been modified, and I do not know what
the modification consists of.

Mr. STEVENSON. It is a technical
modification. I apologize for not explain-
ing it to the chairman, but I shall do so0
Now.

Section 615(a) says:

No individual shall make any contribution
during any calendar year to or for the benefit
of any candidate which is in excess of the
lesser of —

Then it is followed by subsection (1)
and subsection (2). Those 2 subsections
have limits, the lesser of which is $5,000.

Since my amendment eliminated sub-
section (2), I in this amendment make
the conforming change in section 615(a)
to eliminate that expression ‘“‘the lesser
of”, All it does is eliminate the words
‘“the lesser of”.

Mr. CANNON. And that is the only
provision of the modification?

Mr. STEVENSON. That is the only
change.

Mr. CANNON. Otherwise, amendment
433 stands as it is. May I ask the Sen-
ator a question or two? From what he
has said, do I correctly interpret his
amendment 433 to mean that, if a man
such as his constituent whom we dis-
cussed yesterday somewhat has 4 minor
children and a wife, all members of his
famliy, contributions could be made to
the extent of $150,000 by that family, in
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other words $25,000 each, under the Sen-
ator's amendment?

Mr. STEVENSON. Existing law already
prohibits that. With this bill, there will
be more enforcement of that law against
contributions by one in the name of an-
other. So, referring to the individual from
my own State again, he, like all others
would be, under this amendment, limited
to an aggregate contribution of $25,000.
His wife would be able to contribute in
her own right $25,000.

Mr. CANNON. So his wife could give
$25,000——

Mr. STEVENSON, Some wives, as I
know in this case, would be Democrats
and would like to give to candidates of
their party, and not be locked out by the
husband’s contribution.

Mr. CANNON. So the man himself
could give $25,000, his wife could give
$25,000, and if he has three children,
each of whom might give in their own
right, they could each give $25,000, so
that would be a total of $125,000 that
that family could give?

Mr. STEVENSON. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct; they are all entitled to
their own rights, including the right to
participate.

I do say to the chairman that I, for
one, would not mind making it a lower
individual contribution.

Mr. CANNON. I most certainly would
not be agreeable to making it any lower.
I am trying to arrive at some provision
so that we do not make it so no one can
conduct a campaign. The Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. McGovERN), who ran
for the presidency last year and ran a
poor man's campaign, could not have
operated under this provision of the law,
because he had to go out and get big
loans from individuals in order to get the
seed money to go out and solicit small
contributions to conduct a campaign, and
he could not have operated under this
provision of the law. He just simply could
not have conducted a campaign.

That is the sort of thing we are likely
to get ourselves into. At first glance, I
thought the Senator was just simply
changing the $100,000 to $25,000, and if
that were the case, I would have to op-
pose it, because I think it is unrealistic,
and it would put the committees out of
business, the national committees, as
well as restrict the ability of the candi-
date, through those committees, to con-
duct a campaign.

But if the Senator is going to permit
each member of the family to give
$25,000, I think I would be inclined to go
along on this amendment. It would mean
that in any event the man and his wife
could give $50,000, and if he has other
children, most people do think that each
one could give a like amount. We made it
$100,000 overall, for all of the immediate
family members, because we thought that
family influence was a thing we were try-
ing to control; but the Senator appar-
ently is not concerned too much about
family influence.

I do not know about my colleague on
the minority side, but I——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr, CANNON. I would be almost in-
clined to accept that amendment, it hav-
ing been made very clear in the history
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here that this does not provide a $25,000
limit for an individual family.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’'s time has expired.

Mr, STEVENSON. That is certainly
not the intent.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, on my
time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be temporarily laid aside.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 438

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 438, and ask that
it be stated.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
cceded to read the amendment.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered,
and the amendment will be printed in
the RECORD.

The text of the amendment is as
follows:

On page 49, line 6, strike “paragraph” and
insert in lieu thereof “paragraphs”.

On page 49, between lines 6 and 7 insert
the following:

“(3)No candidate or his immediate family
may make loans or advances from their per-
sonal funds in connection with his cam-
paign for nomination for election, or elec-
tion, to Federal office unless such loan or
advance is evidenced by a written instru-
ment fully disclosing the terms and con-
ditions of such loan or advance.

(4) For purposes of this subsectlon, any
such loan or advance shall be included in
computing the total amount of such expendi-
tures only to the extent of the balance of
such loan or advance outstanding and un-

paid."
On page 49, line 7, strike " (3)" and insert
in lieu thereof *(5) ".

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I offer
an amendment to the amendment, by
striking out lines 1, 2, and 3 on
page 1

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair would advise the Sena-
tor from Maryland that an amendment
to the amendment would not be in order,
but a modification would be in order.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I
modify my amendment by striking out
the first three lines and providing that
the language of the amendment be added
at the end of section 608 of the pending
bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Will the Senator please send his
modification to the desk?

The text of the amendment as modi-
fied is as follows:

On page 44, immedliately before line 22 in-
sert:
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“(3) No candidate or his immediate family
may make loans or advances from their per-
sonal funds in connection with his campaign
for nomination for election, or election, to
Federal office unless such loan or advance
is evidenced by a written instrument fully
disclosing the terms and conditions of such
loan or advance.

(4) For the purposes of this subsection,
any such loan or advance shall be included
in computing to total amount of such ex-
penditures only to the extent of the balance
of such loan or advance outstanding and
unpaid.”

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, this is
a simple amendment. It is merely a clari-
fication of the language which is already
in the law and which is contemplated as
being continued in the law by the bill.
It is the result of an amendment which I
offered last year and which was adopted
as a part of the statute which was
enacted, of limiting the amount which a
candidate or members of the immediate
family can contribute to his own cam-
paign.

In that amendment which I offered,
very frankly, we did not consider the
problems which might arise by the dis-
tinction between a contribution by the
candidate and a loan by the candidate.

In the 1972 election, there were in-
stances where guestions arose in various
States as to whether loans were to be
considered as contributions or whether
loans were additional to contributions
and, if so, how should they be treated.

The amendment makes two things
clear. It makes it clear that if there is
to be a loan to the campaign by the can-
didate or his immediate family, there
must be some formal evidence of that.
It cannot be just some understanding or
money paid in which they later call a
loan. It has to be evidence that it was a
loan and some formal, written record
made of the transaction so that there
can be no doubt about it.

Second, it makes it clear for the pur-
poses of computing the balances for
computing the sums of money that the
candidate has put into his own cam-
paign, either by way of loan or contri-
bution, that the total limit is to be com-
puted by considering any unpaid money
for outstanding debts that the campaign
committee may owe to the candidate.
This will clear up one of the uncertain-
ties that has existed as a result of the
original language.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Maryland yield for a
question?

Mr. MATHIAS. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. CANNON. Is not my understand-
ing correct that the loan would have to
be evidenced by an instrument in writ-
ing stating the terms and conditions for
repayments and, in addition, would cover
the situation where a loan may be made
by a member of the family to the candi-
date to the campaign and if that loan
were fully repaid then the full amount
could still thereafter be spent, that is,
the limited amount in the campaign and
the loan would not be chargeable to the
overall limit, once repaid?

Mr. MATHIAS. The chairman is cor-
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rect. Let me give the Senator a hypo-
thetical case which might occur in a
Senate campaign where the limit is
$35,000. If the candidate were to loan
$17,500 to his campaign, that amount
remaining unpaid, it would be charged
against his limit. He could, thereafter,
contribute no more than $17,500 to his
own campaign. If the original loan were
repaid, then he could contribute another
$17,500, but he can have no more than
$35,000 invested in the campaign out-
standing at any one time.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I think
this is a good amendment. That was the
interpretation placed by me informally,
at the request of one of the candidates
who had that kind of situation occur in
the last campaign. It was my interpre-
tation of what the law does. So I am very
happy to see that made clear.

Mr. LONG. Did we not raise that fig-
ure——

Mr. CANNON. This has no relation to
the Senator’s amendment.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator.

Mr. CANNON. This is just related to
the evidencing of a loan and to the re-
payment and whether it counts against
the total. The Senator’s amendment, yes,
was modifying another section of the
bill,

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator.

This matter is becoming so com-
plicated that I do not know whether
anybody can understand it. I certainly
hope the distinguished chairman of the
committee can understand it, because
it is so complicated that it is going to
take a genius who is both a lawyer and
a CPA to run for office.

Mr. CANNON. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. I assure him that I am
not at all certain that I completely un-
derstand it, in light of all the amend-
ments that have been offered up to this
time.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
back the remainder of my time on the
Senator’s amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is all time yielded back on the
amendment?

Mr. MATHIAS. I am prepared to yield
back my time, but before doing so, in
order to conform the amendment to the
original modification, I also strike lines 7
and 8 on page 2 of the amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment is so modified.

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. CANNON. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment, as modified.

The amendment as modified, was
agreed to.

Mr. CANNON., Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator ask unanimous
consent that the Stevenson amendment
be temporarily laid aside?

Mr. CANNON. Yes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read the amendment.
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Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered;
and, without objection, the amendment
will be printed in the Record.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 49, between lines 8 and 4, Insert

the following:

! Sec. 16. (a) Paragraph (a) of section 591
of title 18, United States Code, is amended
by— <

(1) inserting “or" before “(4)"; and

(2) striking out “and (5) the election
of delegates to a constitutional convention
for proposing amendments to the Constitu-
tion of the United States”.

(b) Such section 591 is amended by strik-
ing out paragraph (d) and inserting in lieu
thereof the following:

“(d) ‘political committee’ means—

‘(1) any committee, club, association, or
other group of persons which receives con-
tributions or makes expenditures during a
calendar year in an aggregate amount ex-
ceeding $1,000;

“(2) any national committee, association,
or organization of a political party, any State
affiliate or subsidiary of a national political
party, and any State central committee of
a political party; and

“(3) any committee, association, or orga-
nization engaged in the administration of
a separate segregated fund described in sec-
tion 610;".

(c) Such section 591 is amended by—

(1) inserting in paragraph (e)(1) after
“subscription” the following: (including any
assessment, fee, or membership dues)";

(2) striking out in such paragraph “or for
the purpose of influencing the election of
delegates to a constitutional convention for
proposing amendments to the Constitution
of the United States” and inserting in lieu
thereof the following: *‘or for the purpose of
financing any operations of a political com-
mittee, or for the purpose of paying, at any
time, any debt or obligation Incurred by a
candidate or a political committee in con-
nection with any campaign for nomination
for election, or for election, to Federal office”;
and

(3) striking out subparagraphs (2) and (3)
of paragraph (e) and redesignating subpara-
graphs (4) and (5) as (2) and (3), respec-
tively.

(d) Such section 591 is amended by strik-
ing out paragraph (f) and inserting in lieu
thereof the following:

(f) ‘expenditure’ means a purchase, pay-
ment, distribution, loan (except a loan of
money by a national or State bank made in
accordance with the applicable banking laws
and regulations, and in the ordinary course
of business), advance, deposlt, or gift of
money or anything of value, made for the
purpose of—

“(1) influencing the nomination for elec-
tion, or the election, of any person to Fed-
eral office, or to the office of presidential and
vice presidential elector;

“(2) influencing the result of a primary
election held for the selection of delegates
to a national nominating convention of a
political party or for the expression of a
preference for the nomination of persons
for election to the office of President;

“(3) financing any operations of a politi-
cal committee; or

“(4) paying, at any time, any debt or ob-
ligation incurred by a candidate or a politi-
cal committee In connection with any cam-
paign for nomination for election, or for
election, to Federal office;".

On page 49, line 4, strike “Sec. 16.” and
insert "Sec. 17.".

On page 50, line 8, strike “Sec. 17."” and
insert “Sec. 18.".
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On page 50, line 19, strike “Sec. 18.” and
insert “Sec. 19."”.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, this is a
technical, conforming amendment relat-
ing to the definitions contained in the
bill. It makes no substantive changes.
It simply conforms the definitions
throughout the bill that are deemed to
be necessary.

1 yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield back the re-
mainder of the time for the minority.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Stevenson
amendment be laid aside temporarily,
and I send to the desk another amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered;
and, without objection, the amendment
will be printed in the RECORD.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 35, line 6, after the word *title”
and before the word “may”, add the follow-
ing words: “and of Sections 602, 608, 610,

611, 612, 613, 614, 615, and 616 of title 18,
United States Code,”

Mr, CANNON. Mr. President, this tech-
nical amendment is simply designed to
clarify that the purpose of the act is to
provide the Federal Elections Commis-
sion with primary enforcement powers
concerning both the disclosure provisions
of the Federal Election Campaign Act
and the contribution, expenditure and
other limitations set forth in ftitle 18,
United States Code. This intention is
clearly set forth in section 309(d) of
S. 372 which establishes the Commission
as the primary civil and criminal en-
forcement agency for all of these provi-
sions. The amendment simply would
make clear that the powers of the Com-
mission to assess civil penalties similarly
deals with both the disclosure provisions
and the limitations provisions.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield back the time
for the minority.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question occurs on the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illineis. Who
yields time?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent—I have cleared
this with the distinguished Senator from
California (Mr. CraANsTON) —that on each
of his amendments there be a time limi-
tation of 30 minutes instead of 1 hour,
and that the time be controlled in ac-
cordance with the usual form.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I also ask
unanimous consent—and I hope this is
agreeable to the minority—that after the
first rollcall vote today, the time limita-
tion on each succeeding rollcall vote to-
day be limited to 10 minutes, with the
warning bell to sound after the first 2%
minutes.

Mr. STAFFORD. That is agreeable.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Who vields time on the amendment?

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, 1
suggest the absence of a quorum, and I
ask unanimous consent that the time bhe
equally charged to both sides.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
Senator from Maine (Mr. HAaTHAWAY)
and the name of the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CranNsTON) may be entered
as cosponsors of the amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENSON, Mr- President, I am
very hopeful that the distinguished
chairman and the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Rules and
Administration will accept the amend-
ment as modified. If so, the bill will go a
long way toward eliminating the most
corrupting influence in our politics, the
large campaign contribution.

Mr. CANNON, Mr. President, I am in-
clined to accept the amendment. I think
the amendment really opens up the bill
rather than to tighten it up.

The first part of the amendment,
which was for clarification purposes,
does exactly what I interpret the bill to
do anyway, so I am happy to accept that.

On the second part, the limit now
would make it, as I understand it, as
developed in colloquy, & limit of $25,000.
That is not a limit for a family, but for
each member of a family, so that each
member of the family could contribute
$25,000 to all candidates and all commit-
tees in any one year.

Under the committee bill the limit
would be $100,000, but it is limited to an
entire family. So with a family of five,
under the Senator’s amendment, $125,-
000 could be given, but under the com-
mittee bill they would he able to give
$100,000. On the other hand, if it were a
family of two, husband and wife, under
the Senator’s amendment, they could
only give $50,000 to all candidates and
all committees in a year, and under the
committee bill they could give $100,000.

I think that is near enough a situa-
tion—I do not want to see us get in a
position where we are restricting it to the
extent that a candidate who has no funds
cannot operate a campaign.

Under the provisions we have written
in the bill so far, a poor man's candidate,
such as the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota last year, could not have
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been conducted. The bill, with the re-
strictions written in this year, would not
have permitted him to conduct the type
campaign that he conducted, which ev-
eryone considered a poor man’s cam-
paign.

Based on that explanation I am pre-
pared to accept the amendment, and I
vield back my time.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, would
the Senator yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield.

Mr. MATHIAS. I am happy that the
distinguished chairman takes the posi-
tion he has taken. I think it is the cor-
rect position. There does arrive the ques-
tion sometimes as to whether or not a
family will encourage or make it possi-
ble for contributions to be given in the
name of minors, even very small chil-
dren. I think this is a practice that is
ludicrous on its face, when you have 2-
year-old and 3-year-old children pur-
portedly giving thousands of dollars to a
campaign.

I believe this amendment will discour-
age that practice. It puts the burden on
each individual contributor; it puts the
limit on each individual contributor.
That is the way it should be and I be-
lieve many fraudulent contributions in
the names of minor members of the fam-
ily, small children, will be less likely to
occur under the amended language.

I am happy the chairman is taking the
amendment,

Mr. CANNON. Contributions could not
be made in the name of another, even
under the committee amendment, so
with or without this amendment it would
not make a difference whether you could
make contributions in the name of an-
other.

Mr. MATHIAS. In the case of a family
it could be children with property under
the control of a parent, for instance. Un-
der those circumstances it might be pos-
sible.

Mr. CANNON. Not without violating
the law.

Mr. MATHIAS. In that event this
amendment reinforces what the chair-
man has already said.

Mr. CANNON. I am prepared to yield
back my time.

Mr. STEVENS. I am prepared to yield
back my time.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, on the
advice of counsel for the minority we
are prepared to accept the amendment.
But I wish to have the record clear that
speaking individually, as an individual
Senator I would be opposed to that por-
tion of the amendment which would per-
mit an aggregate gift or gifts to exceed
$100,000.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a request that the yeas and
nays be withdrawn?

Mr. ESTEVENSON. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
yeas and nays be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CAWNNON. Mr. President, we are
prepared to vote.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. All time is yielded back. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT NO. 408

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 409, which is at
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 19, line 17, strike “tenth” and
insert “fourteenth.

On page 19, line 20, beginning with “Any
strike out through the period on line 24.

On page 20, line 5, strike “paragraph” and
insert “paragraphs”.

On page 20, line 22, strike out the clos-
ing quotation marks and the final period.

On page 20, between lines 22 and 23, insert
the following:

*(3) In addition to any other informa-
tion required to be included in the report
filed on the fourteenth day next preceding
the date on which an election is held, that
report shall contain a budget of expenditures
to be made, or obligations to be incurred,
prior to the day after the date of such elec-
tlon in connection with a candidate's cam-
paign by the person filing the report. The
budget so contained shall be set forth in
such form and detail as the Commission may
prescribe.”.

On page 50, line 24, strike out “(d)(2)"
and insert “(e) (2)".

On page 51, line 5, strike “(e)" and insert
n(r) ",

On page 51, line 16, strike “(d) (2) " and in-
sert “(e) (2)".

On page 51, line 22, strike “(e)" and
insert “(f)".

On page 53, between lines 10 and 11, insert
the following:

*(c¢) No expenditures may be made, or
obligations incurred, by or on behalf of a
candidate in connection with his campaign
during the fourteen-day period ending on
the date of any election in which he 1s a
candidate unless such expenditure or obli-
gation was reported, in the report filed under
section 304(a)(3) of the Federal Election
Campalgn Act of 1971, as being budgeted for
that period.”.

On page 53, line 11, strike out “(e) (1)”
and insert “(d) (1)".

On page 54, line 3, strike “(d) (1) and in-
sert “(e) (1)".

On page 64, line 22, strike “(e)" and in-
sert *(f)".

On page 55, line 8, strike *“(f)" and insert
“(g)",

%n page 55, line 12, strike “(g)" and insert
“(h)™.

On page 55, llne 19, strike “(h)" and in-
sert “(1)".

On page 55, beginning with line 20, strike
out “(¢), (d), and (e),” and insert “(d), (e),
and (f),"”.

On page 55, line 26, strike *“(c) (3)" and
insert “(d) (3)”.

On page 57, beginning with line 8, strike
out through line 3 on page 58, and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

“(b) No contribution made to or for the
benefit of a candidate after the fourteenth
day next preceding the date on which an
election is held in which he is a candidate
may be accepted by that candidate or by any
other person on his behalf.".

On page 58, in lines 4 and 5, strike out
“and by subsection (b)".

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second? There
is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr, President, will
the Senator state what the amendment
does?
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Mr, WEICKER. I certainly will. The
number of the amendment is 409.

As I understand it, there is a 30-min-
ute limitation, which I have agreed to
on this amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, very
simply, the amendment accomplishes the
following :

It brings to an end, 2 weeks before an
election, the collection of money or the
expenditure of money, or at least the
expenditure in that it has not been con-
tracted for.

The advantages to this amendment, I
think, are many. No. 1. Two weeks before
the election takes place, the public has a
full and complete picture as to what role
money played in the election—a com-
plete picture insofar as contributors are
concerned, a complete picture insofar as
expenditures are concerned—and it is
not a question of something coming in
after the election. The full story is there
2 weeks hefore the election.

Advantage No. 2. It eliminates con-
tributions coming in to a successful can-
didate. I stated before the committee,
when I presented this concept, that all
of us know this. I will not speak for any-
one else but myself. I would say from
one-quarter to one-fifth of the funds
which I raised in my campaign came to
me after I was elected, in a perfectly le-
gal insofar as reporting of the moneys is
concerned, but the fact is that that is
not good money at all. It is money which
is contributed to the power of the office
for which the candidate ran, rather than
to his ideas, or the individual, or what
he stood for. I do not think that is good
money. It is legal money at this point.
There is no question about that. But I
do not think it is good money.

No. 3. The one fear we all have is defi-
cits. We all live with this, and they are
nightmares. Quite frankly, this is a self--
policing concept. Granted, one is not go-
ing to be able to submit a financial re-
port 48 hours after an election. So it
means that from the day one collects the
first penny to the day he makes the last
expenditure for his election, he has got
to keep books and records. And so, come
2 weeks before the election, not only
would the candidate have a report to
turn in, but the candidate himself will
know exactly what is going on through-
out the entire election period, ancd will
not permit himself to get into a deficit
position.

Point No. 4. Why could not he get
into a deficit position? Because there is
a limitation of $5,000 out of the can-
didate’s own pocket. It does not make
any difference that he would have a large
deficit. That is the total amount allowed
to the candidate, and if the deficit is
over $5,000, he is in violation of the law
and he would be subject to the penalty
provisions of this section.

Point No. 5. The argument is made—
Mr. President, could we have just a little
order here?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will be in order. Sena-
tors will please take their seats.

Mr. WEICKER. Point No. 5. I know
the argument is going to be made, How
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can you anticipate what is going to hap-
pen in that last 2-week period? Well,
the bill provides for that. The candidate
can go ahead and budget for a particu-
lar amount for newspaper advertise-
ments. He is allowed to go ahead and
spend it, should something occur, like
shifting tactics. He is allowed to go ahead
and make the expenditure if something
happens. He does not have to spend it.
But when the public gets that report, it
gets a full picture.

Again, speaking from the practical
side, how many of us sitting here in the
Senate Chamber would give testimony
that last minute expendifures in a cam-
paign have done us any good? I know in
the campaigns I have run both for Con-
gress and the Senate we started out in
the beginning with plans for our cam-
paigns. They change to some extent in
the middle and at the end. And then in
the last minutes some of our well wishers
will run in and say, “Hey, you have to
do thus and so. You have to spend money
in this area.” Really, when we heed those
requests, they have not gained us one
more vote. We have satisfied the re-
quests of some well wishers. So we are
not going to lose anything by cutting
ourselves off at the time period of 2 weeks
prior to an election.

So that is it in brief—a cutoff point
2 weeks before the election, a complete
report on the role money played in the
election, a self-policing procedure where-
by we are not going to have deficits hang-
ing over our heads for months and some-
times for years.

In my mind there is no question that
it will reduce the role that money will
play in any particular campaign. There
is no question in my mind, as I think
we have all seen, that probably the single
most corrupting force in American poli-
tics is money. Any time we can cut down

_its influence, any time we can get it out
as a matter of public knowledge is all
to the good. This amendment accom-
plishes both of those objectives.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes on the amendment.

I, very regretfully, have to say to my
colleague that I oppose the amendment.
I think we have a quite adequate system
of reporting in the bill now. At least, it is
certainly more adequate than it has ever
been before. But the burdens that this
amendment would impose are along the
following lines: If a candidate has to
budget 14 days before the election, file
that budget with the commission, and he
cannot go outside-the budget, and an op-
ponent comes up with something 3 days
before the election, as one did in one of
my elections, and he has not budgeted
for that particular reaction or response,
he has no opportunity to respond to it,
if I understood the Senatfor’s remarks
correctly.

In other words, the amendment itself,
as I understood the Senator to describe
it, would provide that the budget would
have to be filed in detail, and that

No expenditures may be made, or obliga-
tions Incurred, by or on behalf of a candidate
in connection with his campaign during the
fourteen-day period ending on the date of
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any election in which he is a candidate
unless such expenditure or obligation was
reported, in the report filed under section
304(a) (3) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as being budgeted for that period.

It is absolutely impractical to budget
all the candidate’s expenditures that may
occur during that last rush period of
the final days of the campaign.

Furthermore, in many instances an
individual does not know how much
money he is going to have for that last
14-day period, and therefore he would
just have to enter a blanket budget for
everything under the sun so that he
would be protected if it were going to be
meaningful.

As far as the 14-day reporting is con-
cerned, we already have a 10-day re-
port to the Commission in the bill. We
have changed some of the provisions in
existing law, but we have now the 10th
day requirement of the 10th day before
each election, in addition to the other
three quarterly reporting periods in the
bill

I certainly share the Senator’s concern.
The committee has very well pointed out
the danger in the type of situation that
could occur under previous law.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I think one thing we
are losing sight of—and I can see the
purpose of the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Connecticut—is that where we
operate under the existing law, which is
a limitation solely upon radio, televi-
sion, newspaper advertising, and bill-
board advertising, with respect to every-
thing else, the sky is the limit.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield
another 5 minutes.

Mr, PASTORE. If we were operating
under existing law I could buy the
amendment. I think that it would be a
good amendment, because if a candidate
can spend any amount of money for di-
rect mailing or anything apart from the
limited areas I have already mentioned
under the existing law, it would be all
right, because he could smother his op-
position with a tremendous amount of
expenditures during the 14 days. When
the witnesses appeared before our com-
mittee, they said, “You do not need the
14-day provision, because you have dis-
closure.” However, one does not mean
anything without the other. A candidate
has a limitation no matter when he
spends it. If he wants to spend it 2
months before the election, that is his
business.

All he can do is spend the amount of
money permissible under this particular
bill. And I repeat again that I think the
overall ceiling is sufficient. The Senator’s
amendment becomes more or less un-
necessary. Without a ceiling on all ex-
penditures which 8. 372 has, I would
vote for it 100 times.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I would
like to explain one further bad feature
of this provision, and that is the provi-
sion that no contributions can be made
to or for the benefit of the candidate
after the 14th day next preceding the
election.
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Many candidates are scurrying around
in the last week or 10 days trying to get
money with which to run their elec-
tions. This is not the case of the last
Presidential election in which raising
money was no problem. There were suit-
cases of money all over the lot. However,
this is a situation in a congressional
candidate’s election, and when he comes
down to the 14th day, if he does not have
all his money, he has to stop right then
and there. He cannot go out and get
money over the overall limitation. But
he may be up to the last day of his cam-
paign trying to raise enough money to
continue the campaign and still be within
the legal limitation.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the Senator
from Georgia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BarTLETT). The Senator from Georgia is
recognized.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, is it the
Senator’s understanding that this pro-
hibition would really prohibit any kind
of debt after the election, and no funds
could be raised after the election with
which to pay off any debts?

Mr. CANNON. I think that the Sena-
tor had better address his question to
the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask the
Senator from Connecticut if this means
that there would be no debt allowed in
a campaign. Is this what the Senator is
providing by his amendment, that a can-
didate cannot have anything other than
all cash?

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, basic-
ally the amendment is saying that, yes.
It means that now we are ending up with
a deficit at the end of a campaign. I
think too many of us have for too long
ended up with huge deficits.

Mr. NUNN. What happens if the debt
is $10,000 or $15,000 in the last 14 days?

Mr. WEICKER. It means that the can-
didate has violated the law and has gone
over the $5,000 which he is allowed to
spend and he is in violation of the law,

I do not understand why there is
great concern in this matter. We have
budgetary procedures as Senators when
we budget the moneys of the United
States.

The problem arises—and I take it on
my own shoulders and do not point the
finger at anyone else—because the budg-
etary procedures in our own campaigns
are simply horrendous. We do not follow
budgetary procedures, and we should do
so from the day that we get in the first
dollar until we are through collecting
funds. We have to match the income
with the outgo.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, where is the
$5,000 limitation? Is it in the Senator’s
amendment?

Mr, WEICKER., The answer is that the
amount would be whatever the amount is
in the bill.

Mr. NUNN. Does the Senator believe
that anyone other than an incumbent
could possibly under this kind of situa-
tion run a campaign such as we have to
run? From now until the day we die, we
would be on a voluntary basis, and we
could not run a campaign on this basis.
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No one except an incumbent could pos-
sibly meet such conditions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr, President, we are
just having a debate here on this matter.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BEALL. Would the Senator yield?

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I will
first answer the question. One has to
spend the money that he has. We, as
Senators, have to run the Government of
the United States and judge our expen-
ditures accordingly. The Government of
the United States can spend big deficits.
However, I do not think that individuals
can. But, from the day that a candidate
starts his campaign until he finishes, he
should run it on the basis of the contri-
butions received and plan his outgo.

I am tired of getting in these positions
of having these extraordinary deficits. It
requires one to spend months and
months trying to raise funds rather than
performing his duties here, which is
something I do not like.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I do not
want to be misunderstood in this. I mean
this very seriously. Because of the fine
participation of the Senater from Con-
necticut in the Watergate hearings, I
think that the Senator has become an
idol of the people, and rightfully so. I do
not mean to ke funny.

I think it is a fact that when the
Senator comes to raising money for his
next campaign he will not have much
trouble.

The Senator from Connecticut under
this bill will be entitled to raise and
spend $416,600. He will be allowed to col-
lect and to spend up to that much.

Let us assume that the Senator had
raised this amount of money within 2
weeks after announcing his candidacy. A
Democrat running against the Senator
will have to raise money, and under the
law he is entitled to raise as much as the
Senator is entitled to raise and spend, or
$416,600.

Let us say that it gets up into the
middle of September or the middle of
October and the Democratic candidate
has only been able to raise $200,000.
However, the Senator from Connecticut
already has $416,600 which he is per-
mitted to spend under the law. Is the
Senator from Connecticut saying to me
that this poor. fellow who is running
against him and who has only been able
to raise $200,000 as against the Senator’s
$416,000, while he is entitled under the
law to raise and spend $416,600, that 14
days before the election he will have
to shut off the contributions that are
offered to him?

Mr, WEICKER, Mr. President, I have
not raised any $416,600.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator from
Connecticut will not have any trouble
getting money.

Mr. WEICKER, It is not a matter of
whether one has trouble or not. That is
the very reason that I voted for the
Brooke amendment on yesterday that
would eliminate our use of the frank
before the election. We cannot get
around the fact that there will be trouble.

Mr. PASTORE. If the Senator will
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yield further, apart from all of that, the
law has limited candidates to what they
can raise and spend. They cannot raise
or spend any more than that amount.

The whole purpose of this was to put
everyone on an even keel. We have a
formula. I repeat again that if we did
not have the overall ceiling, I would be
for it. However, the fact is that people
have been blitzed in the last 14 days
before an election.

I agree with the Senator. But where
you have an overall ceiling, where each
party can only raise so much and spend
so much, I think it would be unfair to
shut off a candidate who, up to that time,
has not been able to reach the limit per-
mitted by the law.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, let me
say, first of all, that I am not deeply con-
cerned by the argument of the Senator
from Rhode Island. I commend him and
commend the committee, the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. CannoN) and the rest.
I think we all have the same objective
in mind. It is a guestion of how we get
there.

The difficulty is that this matter of a
limitation I have disagreed with as a
conceptual matter for a long time, be-
cause £ number of dollars .n Connecti-
cut can do so much, and the same num-
ber of dollars spent in Idaho can do per-
haps a lot more or a lot less.

But let me go over and respond to
the points that have been raised as far as
the cutoff is concerned. As I have pointed
out, you can go ahead and budget for =
number of dollars in your final account-
ing for the last 2 weeks. You do not have
to spend the money, but you can go
ahead and budget for it.

Second, as far as the limitation is con-
cerned, I have discussed that with the
Senator from Rhode Island, and I have
pointed out that we are asked to budget
a year at a time, right here on the floor
of the U.S. Senate, for the Government's
purposes. My gosh, I think we should
certainly be able to do the same thing
for ourselves.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WEICKER. I yield.

Mr. BEALL., We do run the Govern-
ment by supplemental appropriations, I
believe, year after year; so our budget-
ing process is not very successful.

Mr. WEICKER. Well, we try. We try.
But that does not mean we should not
apply the highest possible standard to
ourselves.

As far as the last 2-week period is
concerned, remember this: No more
money can come in as of that 2-week
cutoff point, so you know exactly what
you have and what you do not have, what
you can contract for and what you cannot
contract for.

I realize this is only one man’s way of
driving to a point where we have, in
effect, reduced the role of money, where
we have conquered those things that I
think hurt the system most and hurt us
individually.

Take the two points, for instance, that
I have raised: Do Senators think it is
proper that a substantial portion of the
funds we receive, we receive after we
have won the office? What kind of meas-
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ure of faith in each one of us is that?
The measure of faith in the office and
the power of that office has nothing to
do with the individual. I do not think
that is right.

Then lastly, as far as the budgeting
process is concerned, the best thing that
could ever happen, in my opinion, is to
force us to budget, so that we do not
have to stagger around with these defi-
cits. I bet if we went over the list of
Senators on the floor, we could find many
of us who are still sitting here with huge
deficits from our 1970 campaigns. Why
should we be worrying about that? Un-
der this system, we would not be worry-
ing about it, because we would not have
that deficit.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Nevada yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield the Senator from
Georgia such time as he may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BaArTLETT). The Senator will be recog-
nized for only 1 minute, because at the
hour of 10:55 we have to turn to other
business previously ordered.

Mr. NUNN. I shall try to wrap it up In
1 minute.

I share some of the concerns of the
Senator from Connecticut about the evils
of the present system. I certainly do not
want to diminish those. But this par-
ticular amendment, in my opinion, first
of all, would prohibit a debt at all. I
think it would have the result of locking
in an incumbent. I think you would have
to be, if not an incumbent, a Governor,
an ex-Governor, a Lieutenant Governor,
or a Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives to have any chance under the
system the Senator is talking about.

Moreover, I think it would lead us di-
rectly to public financing. Maybe we want
to go to public financing, but if we do
want to go to public financing, I say let
us debate it as an open issue, but not as
a subterfuge on an amendment that
would force us into public financing be-
cause it would prohibit any unknown per-
son from ever becoming a Member of this
body.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour
of 10:55 having arrived——

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate spend the remaining 5 minutes de-
bating the amendments to this bill, be-
fore turning to the appropriation bill at
11 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, all I
want to say is this: The only reason that
there is any magic to this bill at all is
the fact that we have an overall ceiling.
We have had the experience in the
past that sometimes it is very easy for
an incumbent to raise his money, but
the opposition finds it very difficult. Then
they take a poll, and when the opponent
begins to raise his percentage on the
polls, he finds he can collect money a
little bit easier, and in many instances
we find that money is more readily con-
tributed when the polls begin to show
that the opposition is doing well.

I would hope that if we maintain the
ceiling, we could do without this amend-
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ment; but if we cannot maintain the
ceiling we ought to have it.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nevada yield to me?

Mr. CANNON. I yield.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I sympa-
thize with the aims of the Senator from
Connecticut in trying to limit expendi-
tures and limit contributions to the can-
didate rather than the office, and I think
it is a desirable goal we should seek to
attain. I think we are all dreadfully
afraid of deficits when we get into politi-
cal campaigns.

But it seems to me this does in fact
heavily favor the incumbent, because
I am sure it has been the experience of
each of us that when we start out in a
campaign, trying to establish credibility
as a candidate, we have to make believe
we have a chance to win, which will
probably induce them to contribute, but
we probably do not reach that stage until
2 or 3 weeks before the end of the cam-
paign. So it seems to me that if the
amendment of the Senator from Con-
necticut has merit, it would have great-
er merit if he would cut it off on election
day, rather than 2 or 3 weeks before
the election.

I also have a technical question. I
notice on page 57, the Senator would cut
out everything beginning with line 8,
through line 3 on page 58. This knocks
out some language that we labored

mightily over yesterday afternoon with
regard to a $5,000 limitation in the case
of a candidate and a $15,000 limitation
on the President, and the rights of cam-
paign committees, senatorial campaign
committees and congressional campaign

committees to make contributions and
participate in these elections.

I wonder why the Senator found it
necessary to eliminate that language,
and how his amendment affects what
was worked out yesterday afternoon.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr. WEICKER. I would only—Mr.
President, I believe I am responding to
the question of the Senator from Mary-
land.

I could only say this: In a technical
sense, obviously, the amendment would
change this bill; as we drafted our
amendment, it would change that lan-
guage. And this amendment was drafted
prior to the amendment coming in
yesterday.

Mr. BEALL. But it still would elim-
inate the whole section here providing
limitations on committees.

Mr. WEICKER. I am trying to sub-
stitute my amendment for the language
drafted by the committee. That is why
we are here debating it.

Mr. BEALL. In addition, then, to put-
ting the limitation on the time when
you can obligate expenditures and re-
ceive contributions, the amendment
would also eliminate the limitations im-
posed upon the candidates for President
and other offices, and also imposing the
limitation or lack of limitation on State
committees, congressional campaign
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committees,
committees.

Mr. WEICKER. No, that is not the in-
tent of the amendment.

Mr. BEALL. I think that is what the
amendment would do.

Mr. WEICKER. As I explained to the
Senator from Maryland, the amendment
that he has before him was sent to the
desk prior to the other amendments
that were passed or failed yesterday.

Mr.- BEALL. I am aware of that, but
nevertheless the amendment strikes out
the whole section of the bill that was
amended yesterday afternoon. Not only
has the language been struck that was
put in yesterday, but the original lan-
guage has been struck, and I wonder why
the Ser.ator would strike the original
language. I wonder why the Senator
would not add the limitation as an ad-
dendum to the section rather than a
substitute.

Mr. WEICKER. I would have modified
it, but those matters were passed on
yesterday. -

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent, with respect to
the campaign reform bill, that there be
a 30-minute time limitation on each of
the following amendments, to be equally
divided and in the usual form:

One amendment by Senator BARTLETT.

Two amendments by Senator BayH.

Two amendments by Senator JaviTs.

One amendment by Senator KENNEDY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

and Senatorial campaign

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1974

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PeLL). The hour of 11 a.m. having ar-
rived, under the previous order the Sen-
ate will now resume the consideration of
H.R. 8760, which the clerk will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

H.R. 8760, making appropriations for the
Department of Transportation and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yield 1 minute to the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska (Mr.. HRUSKA).

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that third reading
of the bill, H.R. 8760, be vacated for the
purposes of considering an amendment
which is at the desk and which I ask be
called up and given immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 11, line 15 strike “$11,943,000" and
insert “$15,000,000"; same page, line 17 fol-
lowing “West Virginia” and preceding the
colon insert “, and $3,057,000 for projects at

Lincoln, Nebr.” and on line 17 strike “$7,962,-
000" and insert “$10,000,000."

Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. President, the pur-
pose of the amendment is to appropriate
a total equaling the full amount of the
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authorization and add one project to the
two demonstration projects now listed.
It adds to the two projects—one in Ne-
vada and one in West Virginia—a third
project which is in Lincoln, Nebraska.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska has discussed this matter with
me, as well as the distinguished Senator
from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS), and we are
prepared to accept it.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
happy to accept the amendment.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield back
the remainder of my time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
gn ti:lis amendment has now been yielded
ack.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. HRUSKA).

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Stanley Hack-
ett, a member of the staff, be allowed
the privilege of the floor for the remain-
der of the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill is open to further amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask for third reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further amendments to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engross-
ment of the amendments and the third
reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia has 5 minutes
remaining,

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
Chair.

Mr. President, I yield 1 minute to the
distinguished Senator from Michigan
(Mr. HArT),

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr., HART. Mr. President, I regret
very much that full funding is thought
not to be possible on this bill, The pres-
sure of environmental considerations,
and mechanical repair of automobiles in
the marketplace, will compel us to do
this. I hope that we are not heading to-
ward marketplace pressures.

To do that on a dollar cost benefit
basis will provide enormous protection
to the consumers of this country and
assist in maintaining decent air levels
and add to safety on the highways.

I know the competing pressures under
which the able members on the Appro-
priations Committee are compelled to
operate. I hope very much that this con-
cept which the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. Macnuson) and I will pre-
sent to the committee very soon will be
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among those found to be possible to
achieve.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
Senator from Michigan for his com-
ments. The committee allowed the full
budget request for this item. He can be
assured that the committee will certainly
be receptive to any suggestions and ad-
vice the Senator may have as we con-
tinue to take up bills in the future.

Mr. HART. Maybe our speeches should
be directed to the budget department.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yvield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. PERCY).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, Congress
has been, of late, responding to the need
for budgetary oversight authority. It has
done so because of the too frequent dis-
regard by the executive branch of con-
gressional authorizations and spending
directives.

It is in this connection that I re-
spectfully invite the attention of the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. ROBERT
C. Byrp) to a report made on Novem-
ber 16, 1972, by the Office of Audits of
the Department of Transportation. I
learned recently and I am sorry it was
only recently—of a possible misuse of ap-
propriated funds by the Coast Guard.

I asked the GAO to look into it and
have received not only a copy of the
aforementioned interval DOT audit but
also a reply from the Coast Guard, which
was requested last February, but which
did not come in until June 21, 1973.

I read their reply several times—it
took me back to my Navy days—but I
really could not understand it because
it does not seem responsive to the re-
port on the misallocation of funds. At
least, it does not directly answer the
points raised. Nor does it, in any way,
say that they recognized there was mis-
use, other than to commend the integrity
and capability of the officers who made
the audit and to indicate, really, that
they hoped the response clarified the
issue.

So far as I am concerned, it simply
does not.

First, I should like to know whether
this report has been made available to
the Subcommittee on Appropriations by
the Department of Transportation on the
possible misallocation of Coast Guard
funds, exceeding $3 million, where op-
erating expenses were used for construc-
tion.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
in response to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Illinois, the report was not
made available to the Subcommittee on
Appropriations. This is a report made
by an internal audit, that the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois has secured
from the GAO. The subcommittee was
not provided with this information either
by the distinguished Senator or by the
GAO. But I am glad that the Senator
has called this to my attention, and to
the attention of the committee members
assembled here, and he may be sure that
the matter will be looked into by the
subcommittee.
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Mr. President, I wonder whether the
distinguished Senator from Alaska (Mr,
STEVENS) might not also respond to that.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
happy to do so.

The Senator from Illinois has raised
an interesting question. Having con-
ducted the hearings, but not having any
knowledge of the memorandum, I did
not, ask the Department for it. This issue
was not raised in the hearing. We are
pleased to have it raised now. But I can-
not say that the Department refused to
give it to us because we never asked for
it. We never knew it existed. The issue
was not raised in the subcommittee or
in the hearings. We will be happy to
look into the matter, now that the Sena-
tor from Illinois has raised the guestion.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, let me take
just 2 minutes to put into the REcoOrD
that——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PeLL). All time on the bill has now
expired.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
2 additional minufes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. And, Mr. Pres-
ident, may we please have order in the
Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will please be in order.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am sorry
I could not obtain this information early
enough to turn it over to the subcom-
mittee, but I was unable, this morning,
to get through to the Department of
Transportation and the GAO.

The appropriate people were not there
so that we could find out whether they
were familiar with the audit and were
following up on it. I have not got that
information, but it will be turned over
to the subcommittee when I receive it.

But the audit would indicate that Fed-
eral law, enacted in 1964, provided that
the Coast Guard must receive prior con-
gressional authorization for acquisition,
construction, and improvement type
projects whether funded under operat-
ing expenses or the A.C. and I. accounts,
with only 2 exceptions: the A.C. and I.
funds may be used without prior au-
thorization to restore damaged or de-
stroyed facilities or where the project
costs less than $200,000.

In 1967, a Coast Guard program
manual was promulgated stating that
construction projects costing less than
$200,000 may be funded out of either
AC. and I or O.E. funds. This would
seem to be in contradiction with the
applicable law.

The audit found that during 1971 and
1972, 23 projects, costing a total of $3.2
million, which lawfully should have been
funded with A.C. and I. appropriations,
were funded out of the O.E. account.

In addition, three of these projects
cost more than $200,000, which would
seem to be irregular under both the law
and the Coast Guard’s own manual.

I feel that every branch of Govern-
ment should observe the law. Congres-
sional appropriation and authorization
directives should be and must be fol-
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lowed. We have the responsibility for
oversight in this regard.

I appreciate very much the assurance
of my distinguished colleagues that this
material, which I shall turn over to the
subcommittee, will be analyzed by its
very capable and able staff.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The bill having been read
the third time, the question is, Shall it
pass? On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
czall the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska (Mr,
Graver), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucHEs), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HumpPHREY) , the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. Eastrawp), the Senator
from Texas (Mr, BENTSEN), and the Sen-
ator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) are nec-
essarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) is
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. Stennis) is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HumpHREY) would vote ‘“‘yea.”

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an-
nounce that the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. CorToN) is absent be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
wATER) is absent because of illness in
his family.

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
BrookEe) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brocr), the Senator from New York
(Mr. BuckiLey), the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. Curtis), the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. DomMENICI), the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DoMmINICK), the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GrifFFIn), and
the Senators from Ohio (Mr. Saxse and
Mr. TarT) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Idaho (Mr. Mc-
CLugre) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. Brooke), the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS),
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
Domenict), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
McCLuRre), and the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. Tart) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 79,
nays 1, as follows:

[No. 345 Leg.]

YEAS—T9

Dole
Eagleton
Ervin
Fannin

Javits
Johnston

Fong
Fulbright
Gurney
Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Haskell
Harry F., Jr. Hatfleld
Byrd, Robert C. Hathaway
Cannon Helms
Case Hollings
Chiles Hruska
Clark Huddleston
Inouye
Jackson

McClellan
McGee
MeGovern
McIntyre
Metcall
Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Nunn

Cook
Cranston Packwood
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Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth

Schwelker
Scott, Pa.
Scott, Va.
Sparkman
Stafford
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
NAYS—1

Church
NOT VOTING—20

Curtis Hughes

Domeniecl Humphrey,

Dominick McClure

Eastland Saxbe

Goldwater Stennis
Buckley Gravel Taft
Cotton Grifiin

So the bill (H.R. 8760) was passed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. STEVENS, I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move that the Senate insist upon its
amendments and request a conference
with the House, and that the Chair be
authorized to appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. PELL) appointed
Mr. RoBerT C. BYrp, Mr, McCLELLAN, Mr.
MacNUSON, Mr. PasTorRg, Mr. BisLE, Mr.
MANSFIELD, Mr. Case, Mr. Young, Mr.
CorToN, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. MarH1AS, and
Mr. ScHWEIKER conferees on the part of
the Senate.

Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Weicker
Williams
Young

Abourezk
Allen
Bentsen
Brock
Brooke

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1973

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 372) to amend
the Communications Act of 1934 to
relieve broadcasters of the equal time
requirement of section 315 with respect to
Presidential and Vice Presidential cendi-
dates and to amend the Campaign Com-
munications Reform Act to provide fur-
ther limitation on expenditures in elec-
tion campaigns for Federal elective of-
fice.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on the
amendment by Mr. MonpALE there be a
10-minute limitation, the time to be di-
vided and controlled in the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on an
amendment by Mr. EaGLETON there be a
30-minute limitation, with the time di-
vided in the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of Senators, from now
on, beginning with the Weicker amend-
ment, votes will consume only 10 min-
utes, with the warning bell sounded 2%
minutes after the beginning of the vote,
to allow 7% minutes for Senators to get
to the Chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
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the Senator from Connecticut. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
ALLEN), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENTsEN), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EasTLAND) , the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. Graver), the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. HucHes), and the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY) are neces-
sarily absent. :

I further announce that the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) is
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HumpHREY) would vote “nay.”

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an-
nounce that the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. CorToN) is absent be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr., GoLb-
WATER) is absent because of illness in his
family.

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
Brooke) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennesssee (Mr.
Brock), the Senator from New York (Mr.
BuckrLey), the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. Curtis), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. Domenicr), the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK), the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GrIFFIN), and
the Senators from Ohio (Mr. Saxee and
Mr. TaFT) are necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. Brooxe) and
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS)
would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 8,
nays 72, as follows:

[No. 346 Leg.]

YEAS—8

Nelson
Proxmire
Ribicoff

NAYS—T2

Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Haskell
Hatfleld
Hathaway
Helms
Hruska
Huddleston
Jackson
Harry P., Jr, Javits
Byrd, Robert C. Johnston
Cannon Kennedy
Case Long
Chiles Magnuson
Church Mansfield
Clark Mathias
Cook McClellan
Dole McClure
Eagleton McGee
Ervin McGovern
Fannin Melntyre
Metcalfl
Mondale
Montoya

NOT VOTING—20

Cranston Griffin
Curtls Hughes
Domenici Humphrey
Dominick Saxbe
Eastland Stennis
Goldwater Taft
Gravel

Baker
Hollings
Inouye

Btafford
Welcker

Alken
Bartlett
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible

Moss
Muskie
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

Percy
Randolph
Roth

Schweiker
Bcott, Pa.
Scott, Va.
Sparkman
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Williams
Young

Fong
Fulbright
Gurney

Abourezk
Allen
Bentsen
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Cotton
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So Mr. WeIcker's amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on an
amendment by Mr. Bellmon there be a
20-minute limitation, to be equally di-
vided in the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I have
amendments at the desk identified as No.
402,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read the amendments.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendments.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendments be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (No. 402) are as
follows:

On page 51, line 4, strike 15 cents” and in-
sert In lieu thereof “10 cents',

On page 51, line 21, strike “20 cents” and
insert in lieu thereof “15 cents”,

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I do
not think this amendment will take a
great deal of time. There is a 30-minute
time limit. I doubt that I will use even
that.

Mr. President, this amendment, No.
ANT—

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order so the Senator can
explain his amendment. The Senate will
be in order.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President,
amendment No. 402 would reduce the
limitations on campaign expenditures to
10 cents in the primary and 15 cents in
the general election, multiplied by the
voting age population. This is in contrast
to the ceilings in the committee bill of 15
cents in the primary and 20 cents in the
general election. My amendment does
not change the minimum allowable ex-
penditures of $125,000 in the primary
and $175,000 in the general election, as
reported in the committee bill.

My purpose in offering this amendment
is simple—to halt the rapidly rising
amount of money that it takes for chal-
lengers and incumbents alike to run for
public office. My hope is to minimize the
corruptive role of money in politics and
to equalize the spending power of incum-
bents and challengers.

In the 25 Senate races where incum-
bents ran last November, they had aver-
age expenditures of $491,000, Their 25
major party challengers had average ex-
penditures of $239,000—less than half of
the incumbents. Similarly, the 33 win-
ning Senate candidates spent an average
of $510,000 while their losing major party
opponents spent an average of $268,000.
I think it is apparent that an incumbent
has a fundraising advantage and a limi-
tation on campaign spending will serve
to reduce that advantage. Similarly,
there is a correlation between the can-
didate that won and the candidate that
had the money to spend. I think a limi-
tation on campaign spending will better
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equalize the resources available to candi-
dates and make campaigns more a test
of men than money.

While I am aware that there is a bot-
tom level at which campaign spending
limits will put the challenger at a disad-
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vantage by not allowing him to over-
come the natural advantages of an in-
cumbent, I do not think we are approach-
ing that level by the limits in my amend-
ment. I ask unanimous consent that a
table comparing the State-by-State lim-
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its of my amendment with those of the
committee bill be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorb, as follows:

STATE BY STATE BREAKDOWN OF EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS AS PROVIDED IN S. 372 COMPARED TO THE LIMITATIONS OF EAGLETON AMENDMENT NO. 402

S. 372—Committee bill

Eagleton amendment No. 402

General:

20 cents per
vote per
$175,000 floor

Primary:

15 cents per
vote per
$125,000 floor

General:

15 cents per
vote per
$175,000 floor

Primary:
10 cents per
vote per

$125,000 floor State

S. 372—Committee bill Eagleton amendment No. 402

General:

15 cents per
vote per
$175,000 fioor

General: Primary:
20 cents per 10 cents per
vote per vote per

$175,000 floor  $125,000 floor

Primary:
15 cents per

vote per
$125,000 floor

$341, 100 $454, 800
175, 000

247, 800

Michigan....
Minnesota.
Mississippi
Missouri

$227, 400
125,
125, 000

Rhode Island. .
South Carolina
South Dakota._

Washington

Waest Virginia_
384, Wisconsin____

140, 300 N Wyoming

326, 600

ViRl e

§125, 000 $175, 000
153, 300 204, 400

295, 500
125, 000

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from EKentucky is recognized for 5
minutes,

Mr. COOK. Mr, President, for the
benefit of those who have not received
the sheets that have been passed around,
together with the oblong sheets that
came from the Committee on Rules and
Administration under the chairman of
the commitftee, I point out that under
the Eagleton amendment, in a primary a
candidate would have the figure listed
in the fifth column, called other pro-
posals, at 10 cents a candidate, marked
the Eagleton primary figure; and the
third column over would be the general
election figure.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, is
that the 15-cent figure in that column?

Mr. COOK. Yes, it is. I must confess
that I have no objection to this. We
started at the Commerce Committee
with 25 cents. The Committee on Rules
and Administration reduced that to 20
cents in the general election and 15
cents in the primary.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if the
Senator would yield, in the Rules Com-
mittee did the members have various
Senators and other candidates who ran
in the election, appear before the Com-
mittee and testify? The Committee did
not have such witnesses before it.

I want to say that I will take any fig-
ure that is suggested here.

I point out that in the Commerce
Committee we made a thorough study
of the amounts that had been spent in
the past. The Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. McGovERN), who was a Presi-
dential candidate the last time, ap-
peared before our committee and said:

I come from a large State which has a
large area with a scattered population. And
you cannot compare my State with the State
of Rhode Island where you have a small area
and a condensed population.

For that reason, we came out with 25
cents for the primary and 25 cents for
the general election, because we deter-
mined that in many States, a primary is
just as decisive as the election. I will
tell the Senate that in my State a pri-
mary is not as decisive as an election.

In many States, when you reduce it to
10 cents in a primary, we are not giving
them the opportunity to expose them-
selves and the issues before the election.

Now, instead of the 20 cents and 15
cents, the Senator proposes to make it
15 cents and 10 cents. If that is what
the Senate wants to do, that it all right
with me. However, it is absolutely out of
focus with everything that has transpired
up to now.

Let us not forget that the next time
out the costs for a candidate will in-
crease and not decrease. Let us look at
what this figure would do.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, in
brief response to the Senator from
Rhode Island, I want to make it clear
that certain changes made in the com-
mittee bill with respect to the small
States are unchanged by my amendment.
Rhode Island and South Dakota would
be the same under the committee bill.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator has made
it rather comfortable for the State of
Rhode Island. Under my formula, Rhode
Island would have only gotten $167,000.
However, we have other States, the mar-
ginal States, that would be hurt.

I have not studied this sheet. How-
ever, it ought to be studied.

I do not care what we do here this

afternoon. However, we need a complete
and thorough study. In the Commerce
Committee we went to 25 cents and 25
cents. The Rules Committee made it 20
cents and 15 cents.

I am ready to subscribe to that. I have
no fault to find with it. Let us try it out,
if possible. However, if we go below that,
we will have trouble in the small States.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, while we
are debating this, the figures applied to
my State are more than I ever spent in
a campaign. However, candidates will
have problems with the 15 cents in a
general election. If a candidate makes a
mass mailing throughout a State, that is
an 8-cent stamp for each voter to begin
with on a mass mailing to all voters of
his State. That leaves the candidate 7
cents per eligible voter for the remainder
of the campaign in his State. I think we
ought to take that into consideration.

By the time we have the next election,
a stamp will cost 10 cents, I believe. Then
we will have 5 cents left of the 15 cents.
And if a candidate makes one mass mail-
ing, it will leave him 5 cents to spend
for each eligible voter.

We ought to take these things into
consideration and evaluate them. If we
go to 10 cents in a primary, we are deal-
ing with those in our own State. We may
find that our entire budget is insufficient.
I suggest that we look at this very care-
fully.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will look at his sheet, on the 15
cents per eligible voter, Rhode Island
would get $175,000. Of course, that is not
what 15 cents comes to; however, that is
the minimum amount. South Carolina,
which may be three or four times larger
than Rhode Island, could need a lot more
money to cover it. Yet, South Carolina
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would only have $245,000. That is where
the inequity is. That is where the trou-
ble is.

For the very small States, $175,000
would be allowed. However, for the larger
States compared to Rhode Island, it is
unfair.

Mr. EAGLETON. I disagree. I do not
know how big Rhode Island is.

Mr. PASTORE. Some 14,000 square
miles, including Narragansett Bay.

Mr. EAGLETON. The critical element
that determines campaign spending is
the number of people in a jurisdiction. Is
the Senator talking about people?

Mr. PASTORE, I am falking about
people.

Mr. EAGLETON. For instance, to esti-
mate the amount that might be spent in
South Carolina we should know the
population in South Carclina according
to the recent census?

Mr. PASTORE. I do not know because
we have not studied it.

Mr. EAGLETON. The campaign
spending figures are determined in terms
of the census.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator has asked
me the question. It is on his own sheet.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, may I say
that South Carolina has 1,719,000 eligible
voters.

Mr. EAGLETON. Then my amendment
would provide a reasonable amount for
that State’s campaign.

Mr. COOK. South Carolina has
1,719,000 voters.

Mr. EAGLETON. About 1,700,000 in
South Carolina and 1 million in Rhode
Island?

Mr. COOK. No, 1,700,000 in South
Carolina and 668,000 in Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. I am talking about
babies in the cradle, too, when I say less
than a million. I will give you the voting
population in a moment; 668,000.

Mr. EAGLETON. For Rhode Island?

Mr. PASTORE. And for South Caro-
lina, 1,719,000, These are totals.

Mr. EAGLETON. There is a similar
disparity in the committee bill, for that
matter.

Mr. PASTORE. No, no, because when
you put it at 25 cents, a $175,000 floor
does not make that much difference.

Mr. EAGLETON. Contrasted with the
committee bill, Rhode Island is still the
minimum and South Carolina is $341,000.

Mr. PASTORE. But that makes a lot of
difference.

Mr. EAGLETON, But it is almost triple
in population. There is a disparity there,
of the difference between 2 to 1 and
3tol.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CANNON., I yield myself 5 min-
utes.

Mr. President, I do not have any strong
feelings about this proposal. There is
no magic about this particular figure.
I am a member of the Commerce Com-
mittee, and we approved the 25 cents,
after we had heard some of the testi-
mony. I might say to my colleague from
Rhode Island that we did have testi-
mony from some Senators on the Rules
Committee on the proposed formula, and
we had other formulas proposed. We had
a proposal by a Senator who had just
completed an election to try to work in a
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combination of the area of the State as
well as the population, but we thought
that was somewhat inequitable, and per-
haps no better than the formula we
finally came up with.

We finally reduced the proposal of
the Commerce Committee to 20 cents in
the general and 15 cents in the primary,
and a minimum for the small States for
the primary of $125,000, and for the
general of $175,000,

That is more than I spend on an elec-
tion, and I would be willing to have it
reduced as far as my State is concerned.
But I know that every State has a dif-
ferent problem. I am sure there are many
States who feel that if it were reduced
to the 15 and #he 10, it would not give
them an adequate opportunity, and, more
than that, would not give a contender
an adequate opportunity who has to be-
come better known and have some op-
portunity for exposure in his State.

So I simply say again, Mr. President,
that I do not have any strong feeling
about it one way or the other. We did
arrive at this fisure after considerable
consideration, and after considering the
25 cents, in the Commerce Committee.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, as far as the Senator
from Rhode Island is concerned, once
they disturb the 25 cents I will buy any-
thing. I am going to vote for the amend-
ment, but I will say frankly it will not
survive. As a matter of fact, I doubt very
much that in view of what we are doing
to this bill, it will survive at all.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I yield
such time as he may require to the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I endorse
the Eagleton amendment, and would
like to point out that so far as I know,
no one, no candidate in the history of the
State of Wisconsin has ever spent $738,-
000 on a campaign for any office; $738,-
000 is an abundance of campaign funds
that is too lavish and totally unneces-
sary. I would much prefer, so far as my
State is concerned, that we had some
limitation around the $400,000 level. That
is adequate for any candidate to buy
all the TV time that is allowed under
the present law. In my State, you can buy
$180,000 worth of TV and radio time,
and that is all you can buy.

So this is adequate funding for any
political campaign, and in my judgment
is more than ought to be authorized, but
I am going to support it, because it at
least provides some kind of limitation.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I shall
be brief, and then I shall have completed
my presentation. I have just one or two
responses to the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. Coox).

He mentioned the postage stamp situa-
tion. I presume postage will go up to 10
cents. It would be rare indeed if some-
one mailed statewide to every eligible
voter. Perhaps that has been done, but
it has never been done in my State. The
spending allowance is based on the num-
ber of voting age population not the
number of registered voters as your
mailing. .

If there are four registered voters liv-
ing in one house in St. Louis, in Missouri,
it is seldom that you send four letters
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or pamphlets to that same house, with
the postage times four. Usually you cull
the list and mail one letter to a given
address in which more than one regis-
tered voter may be situated.

Also, costs are going up, as the Senator
from Kentucky points out; he is correct
in that. It is my understanding, how-
ever, that in the committee bill there is
a cost-of-living escalator clause, and my
amendment does not touch that. I would
assume that in 1974 costs will be higher
than they are now, and in 1976 even
higher, and so on. But I think that is
covered by the escalator clause already
provided by the committee.

As far as I am concerned, I am pre-
pared to yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. EAGLETON, I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. I merely want to make
another point that I think Senators
ought to know. The Commerce Commit-
tee bill excluded the volunteer, This bill
does not have the word “volunteer” in
it, which naturally means that for every
volunteer that works for you or your
campaigns or anyone’s campaign, you
will have to calculate in dollars what
services are used.

Mr. COOEK. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 30 seconds,

I agree with the Senator from Missouri
that you do not mail a mass mailing to
every registered voter. Obviously, he is
correct. There is no question about that.
But I wanted to raise the point that
postage is now 8 cents, and will be 10
cents, and I hope that our escalator
clause somehow will be able to keep up,
because I must confess we face many
problems as we debate this proposal, and
as we add more and more amendments,
gre may end up creating an incumbent’s

i1l

In other words, with all the facilities
that are available to a Senator during
the course of his 6-year term, whether
anyone can really make a viable cam-
paign against an incumbent on the
basis that he can spend no more than the
incumbent himself can spend is very
doubtful.

In my State, as I have said very em-
phatically to the Senator, I could not
raise that much money even under the
15-cent proposal, which I think makes
it—Mr. President, I yield myself 1 more
minute—$328,000.

But I do know that when we do it on
an equal basis, we put a challenger into a
very difficult position. First, we put a
challenger in the position of having to
get a recognition factor which we have
been able to obtain by reason of our office
and by reason of our position for a 5%~
year period. We have probably gotten
letters into 85 percent of the homes of
our constituents in our State. And I
might say that——

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, COORK., I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Is it not a fact that the
lower you make the amount, the more
you make it an incumbent’s bill?

Mr. COOK. That is what bothers me.

Mr. PASTORE, That is just the point.
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Mr. COOK. And I want to get into the
Recorp that the lower you make it, the
more you secure your own election. Those
of us on this floor who have had to fight
an incumbent and got here as a result of
defeating an incumbent realize what we
had to do in taking that incumbent on. I
do not object to the 10 or 15 cents; I will
go along, as the Senator from Rhode
Island says, and I will vote for it. But I
hope we will not put ourselves in a posi-
tion where we are eliminating challeng-
ers, as on the basis of a candidate in my
State in a general election being specifi-
cally limited, in running against an in-
cumbent, to spending no more than
$328,000.

1 might say that sounds shocking to
many people who hear it, but that is a
campaign fund of $328,000 to reach
2,191,000 eligible voters, and that is not
an easy thing to do.

So I think we should get this into the
REecorp. I think it should be there for
us to discuss and to be able to evaluate.

Mr. CLARK, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. COOK. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, as a chal-
lenger running against an incumbent in
the last election, such a limitation on
total spending would have been of signif-
icant help to me in Iowa, because very
often the incumbent can raise money
while the unknown challenger cannot.
So, I support the Senator’s proposal
based on my own experience, even

though it may or may not be true in most
cases. It seems to me that the challenger
often finds more difficulty in getting rec-
ognition, and also more difficulty in get-

ting money. My campaign spent about a
quarter of a million dollars, well under
the limit set here—and I recorded every-
thing that I spent before the April 7
deadline, and every contribution under
$100—my incumbent opponent spent
significantly more than that. So I would
cite this limitation, at any rate in my
case as a challenger and relatively un-
known, as giving a challenger a signif-
icant advantage rather than a disadvan-
tage.

In the House races in Iowa, the incum-
bents traditionally spend up to twice as
much as the challengers. So altogether,
I am not sure it necessarily follows that
spending ceilings help incumbents.

Mr. COOEK. The Senator from Iowa
may well be correct. I could only say that
in my State, and I think both this Sena-
tor and my colleagues have expressed to
us that one also has to evaluate who
holds the Governor’s position and how
many—if we have to evaluate the volun-
teer workers from now on, someone in
my State will have a very tough time,
especially evaluating the time spent by
every individual in the highway depart-
ment that goes out and works for the
candidate. That will be a difficult thing
to do. The Senator from Iowa will have
to admit that. I think we are fooling our-
selves if we think we will cut this so close
that what in effect will really happen
will be to put the unreported forces to
work on a tremendous basis. It will be
difficult to overcome.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. CANNON. Mr, President, I yield 2
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minutes on the bill to the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PELL).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Muskie). The Senator from Rhode
Island is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, yesterday,
we voted on the question of whether a
union or a corporation is barred from
holding a Government contract if it
makes a political campaign contribution.
We heard arguments back and forth on
the floor and earlier in the committee.
Each Senator voted, I believe, according
to his conscience.

Yet, I see in today’s Washington Post
that Common Cause says this was a pure,
special interest triumph and makes clear
that money talks loudest in the Senate.

I read from the Washington Post:

Common Cause labeled the outcome “pure
special interest triumph” which *“makes
clear that money talks loudest in the U.S.
Senate.” Of the Maryland and Virginia sena-
tors, only William L. Scott (R-Va.) voted
against repeal.

Mr. President, that kind of sanc-
timonious name-calling does not do an
organization any good. I have bheen
proud to be a member of Common Cause
in the past, but when that organization
derogates our motives without cause and
without reason, I find it objectionable. I
think that this kind of broadside swash-
buckling attack is wrong.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I am in-
clined to support, as I have said, the Sen-
ator’s amendment. However, I will say
this, that the Commerce Committee left
out the volunteer helpers. We added
them back in. If this amendment is
adopted, I would support a move, if one
is made to amend it, to exclude volunteer
helpers, because it will be more restric-
tive. The Commerce Committee had a
good point there, because it is difficult to
evaluate volunteer helpers.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, why
wait for an amendment, then, to be put
in by someone else? I think the manager
of the bill should do it. I hope that he
would do it, because I tell you frankly,
Mr, President, if we go down to 10 cents
or 15 cents, we have got to do something
about the volunteers.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator from Nevada yield
for a question?

Mr. CANNON. I yield.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Does the
Senator from Nevada mean that this bill
as reported by the committee would pre-
vent individual citizens from participat-
ing in campaigns on a volunteer basis?

Mr. CANNON. No. No. Obviously we
could not and would not do that. That is
prohibited by the Constitution. But if
the services of a volunteer are contrib-
uted to a campaign through the organ-
ization, then, under the bill, we would
?ave to compute the value of his serv-
ces.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. How in the
world would we compute that value? We
want hundreds, hopefully thousands of
people to work for us in our campaigns.
I thought we wanted people to get in-
volved in politics?

Mr. CANNON. We will take care of
that in just a moment if the Senator will
permit us to.
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Mr. EAGLETON., Mr. President, I yield
myself 45 seconds to underscore the ex-
change between the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. Coox) and the Senator from
Jowa (Mr. CLARK).

The Senator from Iowa is eminently
correct in pointing out to us that the
tradition of the incumbent, almost with-
out exception, has been that he is able
to raise money in greater amounts than
the challenger. The Senator from Iowa
pointed that out in his own personal case
in most recent years.

I gave the Senate at the outset of my
remarks the statistics from last Novem-
ber for every senatorial race. In 25 Sen-
ate races where the incumbents ran in
November of 1972, they had an average
expenditure of $491,000, whereas the 25
challengers had an average expenditure
of $239,000. So the incumbents had more
than twice as much money as did the
challengers in those 25 Senate races last
November.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Missouri yield?

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. My position is
very much like that of the distinguished
Senator from Iowa. I want to support
this amendment, but I have some reser-
vations about it, as to continued restraint
on the ability of candidates to sell them-
selves to the people.

We talk so much about campaign re-
form. I am heartily endorsing it. I have
been a statewide candidate and prior to
that I was a statewide campaign chair-
man, so I know some of the problems
t};%g a candidate and the public are faced
with.

But if we in our considerations here
assume, as apparently some of us are—at
least as the press is—that all campaign
money is misspent, or that all campaign
expenditures are abused, we forget what
a campaign really is.

A campaign, as we know, is an effort
on the part of an individual to try to sell
himself, to try to sell his views, to try
to sell his hopes and aspirations for his
people to the people of his State or of a
particular district.

We just simply cannot do that without
making certain expenditures over which
the candidate has no control. It has
already been mentioned that the price of
postage is set, as is the price of televi-
sion time, newspaper advertising, and the
price of traveling, which is something a
candidate cannot control.

The people who are going to suffer, if
we are severely restricted, will be the
general publie, because they will not have
the opportunity to know what a candi-
date is really for and what a candidate
is not for, and they will not be able to
make the kind of informed judgment as
to which candidate will best represent
what they consider to be the best inter-
ests of their country.

So I believe that we should be some-
what careful. I can support this amend-
ment, because while it is somewhat less
than I had to use a year ago in being
elected, I could not have been elected
under these restrictions last year.

Hopefully, 5 years from now—and that
might be a great public service, inci-
dentally—I[laughter]—five years from
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now, if I am a candidate, I will not have
that, as a candidate, as an unknown,
and running against an ex-Governor, as
I did a year ago.

So, I can support this amendment. I
do believe we need restrictions on cam-
paigns, but I hope that we do not lose
sight of what a campaign is essentially,
which is to give the public the opportun-
ity to learn about the candidates.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that the aim the Senator from
Missouri to lower the amounts of money
being spent in campaigns—is desirable.

It often seems that exorbitant sums
are totally wasted in useless campaign
advertising and other nonproductive
flim-flams. And too much money is spent
on campaigns.

But the bill before us already fixes
sensible limits. The imposition of too
severe limits on campaign spending will
serve only the ends of the incumbent.
I have said earlier in debate on S. 372
and I want to say again—we must re-
sist any campaign reform which works
only to the advantage of the incumbent.
The lower the spending limits are, the
tougher it will be for a nonincumbent to
put on a campaign which is capable of
overcoming the natural advantage pos-
sessed by an incumbent.

I would prefer to see us retain the
present figures in the bill with lower
maximum spending limits for Senate
races in large population States. For ex-
ample, in a State like California, the
proposed limits substantially exceed the
amounts normally spent.

This subject should be thoroughly ex-
plored in the forthcoming hearings on

public financing of campaigns.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. CANNON. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Muskie). All time on this amendment
has now been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. EAGLETON).

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
ALLEN), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BeNTSEN), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EAsTLAND) , the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. Graver), the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. HucHeEs), and the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY) are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) is
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIs) is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HumpHREY) would vote “yea.”

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an-
nounce that the Senator from New
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Hampshire (Mr. CorroN) is absent be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is absent because of illness in his
family.

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
BrookEe) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock), the Senator from New York
(Mr. BuckLEYy), the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. CurTis), the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. DomeNicI), the Sena-
tor from Colorado (Mr. DoMINIcK), the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN),
and the Senators from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE
and Mr. TArT) are necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. TarT) would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. BRoOOKE) is paired with
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. Cur-
T1s). If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts would vote “yea”
and the Senator from Nebraska would
vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 70,
nays 11, as follows:

[No. 347 Leg.]
YEAS—T0

Hartke
Haskell
Hatfield
Hathaway
Helms
Hollings
Huddleston

Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pcarson
Pell

Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Schweiker
Scott, Va.
Sparkman
Stafford
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tunney
Weicker
Williams
Young

Alken
Bartlett
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Bible
Burdick
Byrd, Inouye
Harry F., Jr. Jackson
Byrd, Robert C. Johnston
Cannon Kennedy
Case Long
Chiles Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McGee
MeGovern
McIntyre
Metcalfl
Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nelson

NAYS—11

Hansen
Hruska
Javits
McClellan

NOT VOTING—19

Curtis Hughes
Domenici Humphrey
Dominick
Eastland
Goldwater

Church
Clark
Cook
Dole
Eagleton
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Gurney
Hart

MeClure
Scott, Pa.
Tower

Baker
Bennett
Biden
Cranston

Abourezk
Allen
Bentsen
Brock
Brooke
Buckley Gravel

Cotton Griffin

So Mr. EacrLETeN's amendment (No.
402) was agreed to.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. EAGLETON. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 15, line 7, strike the semicolon and
insert the following: “but shall not mean or
include those who volunteer to work on
behalf of a candidate;”.

Saxbe
Stennis
Taft
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Mr. CANNON. Mr, President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, this is
the amendment about which I spoke a
few minutes ago. The amendment is a
technical amendment to eliminate the
requirement for computing the wvalue
of the services of volunteer workers in
the overall limit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

The Senator may proceed.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, for the
benefit of my colleague from Rhode Is-
land I wish to point out that it is the
intention that it be applicable to those
who volunteer and work without com-
pensation only, If they are to receive
compensation, then that compensation,
of course, is included in the overall limit.

Mr. President, I submit the amend-
ment on behalf of myself and the Sena-
tor from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD).

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield ?

Mr. CANNON. I yield.

Mr. MATHIAS. This also includes serv-
ices which are volunteered gratuitously.
For instance, a certified public account-
ant who volunteers his services as an
accountant would be contemplated by the
amendment. Is that correct?

Mr. CANNON. If he volunteers his
service without compensation it would be
included in the amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator think
it should be “volunteer to work without
compensation’?

Mr. CANNON. Yes.
thl\{r. PASTORE. I think we should say

at.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be per-
mitted to modify my amendment to say,
“to work without compensation.”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 15, line 7, strike the semicolon and
insert the following: “but shall not mean
or include those who volunteer to work
E?thut compensation on behalf of a can-

ate; ",

Mr, DOLE, Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield.

Mr. DOLE. I think I understand the
amendment. It cannot be construed to
cover State or Federal employees who
might be volunteering while they are on
duty. Is that correct?

Mr. CANNON. That is not permitted
anyway under the law.

Mr. DOLE. I know it is not permitted
under law, but sometimes volunteers do
appear.

Mr. CANNON, The Senator could not
compute the value of those services be-
cause they were not permitted to pro-
vide them under the Hatch Act.

Mr. DOLE. Would the same thing apply
to State employees as to Federal em-
ployees? .

Mr. CANNON. This applies only to
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Federal elections. If a State law pro-
hibited them from working, I guess it
would cover them.

Mr. DOLE. My point is it could be an
important point for some of us, myself in-
cluded, if you had a statewide official in
your State who might be running for
Federal office; it might apply to those
State employees once they become candi-
dates for Federal office.

Mr. CANNON. This would apply with
respect to volunteer services if they work
without compensation. If they are Fed-
eral employees they would be in violation
of the Hatch Act, I cannot answer the
Senator’s specific statement.

Mr, DOLE. I am not quarreling with
the Senator, but it should apply—if they
are State employees and someone in that
State is a candidate for Federal office, I
assume anybody carrying out his funec-
tion as a State employee would not be a
volunteer under the amendment.

Mr. CANNON. I think that would be
a violation of State law, but I cannot an-
swer that without specific knowledge.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. DOLE. I am prepared to yield back
the time on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment as modified.

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 203 (AS MODIFIED)

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 203, as modified. I
call up the amendment on behalf of the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) and
myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the REcoRD.

The amendment ordered to be printed
in the REecorbp is as follows:

At the end of fhe bill, add the following
new section:

SEec. 19. The Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 is amended by adding the following
new title after title III and redesignating the
existing title IV and the sections thereof
accordingly:

“TITLE IV—ASSISTANCE FOR VOTER
REGISTRATION AND ELECTION ADMIN-
ISTRATION
“Sec. 401. This title may be cited as the

‘Voter Registration and Election Administra-

tion Assistance Act’.

“DEFINITIONS

“SEc. 402. As used In this title—

“(1) ‘Commission’ means the Federal Elec-
tion Commission;

“(2) 'State’ means each State of the United
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and any territory
or possession of the United States;

*(3) ‘political subdivision' means any city,
county, township, town, borough, parish, vil-
lage, or other general purpose unit of local
government of a State, or an Indian tribe
which performs voter registration or election
administration functions, as determined by
the Becretary of the Interior; and

'*(4) ‘grant’ means grant, loan, contract, or
other appropriate financial arrangement.
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“FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION

“Sec. 403. (a) The Commission shall—

“(1) make grants, in accord with the pro-
visions of this title, upon the request of State
and local officials, to States and political sub-
divisions thereof to carry out programs of
voter registration and election administra-
tion;

*(2) collect, analyze, and arrange for the
publication and sale by the Government
Printing Office of information concerning
voter registration and elections in the United
States;

“(3) prepare and submit to the President
and the Congress on March 31 each year a
report on the activitles of the Commission
under this title and on voter registration
and electlon administration in the States
and political subdivisions thereof, including
recommendations for such additional legisla-
tion as may be appropriate; and

‘“(4) take such other actions as it deems
necessary and proper to carry out its func-
tions under this title,

“{b) The Commission shall not publish
or disclose any information which permits
the identification of individual voters.
“ADVISORY COUNCIL ON VOTER REGISTRATION

AND ELECTION ADMINISTRATION

“Sec. 404. (a) There is hereby established
an Advisory Council on Voter Registration
and Election Administration, consisting of
the Chairman of the Commission, who shall
be Chairman of the Council, and sixteen
members appointed by the Chairman of the
Commission without regard to the civil serv-
ice. laws. Four of the appointed members
shall be selected from the general publie,
and four each shall be selected from the chief
election officers of State, county, and munie-
ipal governments, respectively. No more
than two of the appointed members in each
category shall be members of the same polit-
ical party.

*“(b) Each appointed member of the Coun-
cil shall hold office for a term of four years,
except that any member appointed to fill a
vacancy prior to the expiration of the term
for which his predecessor was appointed
shall be appointed for the remainder of such
term, and except that the terms of office of
the members first taking office shall expire,
as designated by the Chairman of the Com-
mission at the time of appointment, four at
the end of the first year, four at the end of
the second year, four at the end of the third
year, and four at the end of the fourth year
after the date of appointment. An appointed
member shall not be eligible to serve con-
tinuously for more than two years.

“(e) The Council shall advise and assist
the Commission in the preparation of regula-
tions for, and as to policy matters arising
with respect to, the administration of this
title, including matters arising with respect
to the review of applications for grants under
this title.

“GRANTS TO DEFRAY COSTS OF EXISTING VOTER
REGISTRATION AND ELECTION ACTIVITIES

“Sec. 4056. The Commission is authorized
to make grants to any State or political sub-
division thereof for the purpose of carrying
out voter registration and election adminis-
tration activities. A grant made under this
section in any fiscal year shall not be in ex-
cess of 10 cents multiplied by the voting age
population of the State or political subdivi-
sion receiving the grant, and the total
amount of grants to any State and the polit-
lcal subdivisions thereof In any fiscal year
shall not be in excess of 10 cents multiplied
by the voting age population of the State.
“GRANTS TO IMPROVE VOTER REGISTRATION AND

ELECTION ADMINISTRATION PROCEDURES

“Sec. 406. (a) The Commission is author-
ized to make grants to any State or political
subdivision thereof to establish and carry
out programs to improve voter registration
and election administration. Such programs
may include, but shall not be limited to:
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“(1) programs to increase the number of
registered voters or to improve voter regis-
tration, such as expanded registration hours
and locations, employment of deputy regis-
trars, mobile registration facilities, employ-
ment of deputy registrars, door-to-door can-
vass procedures, election day registration,
re-registration programs, and programs to
coordinate registration with other jurisdic-
tions;

“(2) programs to improve election and
election day activities, such as organization,
planning, and evaluation of election and
election day activities and responsibilities:
improvements in ballot preparation, in use of
absentee ballot procedures, and in voter iden-
tification, voting and vote-counting on elec-
tion day; coordination of State and local
election actlvities; and establishment of ad-
ministrative and judicial mechanisms to deal
promptly with election and election day
difficulties;

“(3) education and training programs for
State and local election officlals;

*“(4) programs for the prevention and con-
trol of fraud; and

“(5) other programs designed to improve
voter registration and election administra-
tion and approved by the Commission.

“(b) A grant made under this section may
be up to 50 per centum of the fair and rea-
sonable cost, as determined by the Commis-
slon, of establishing and carrying out such
& program. A grant made under this section
in any fiscal year shall not be in excess of 10
cents multiplied by the voting age popula-
tlon of the State or political subdivision
receiving the grant, and the total amount of
grants to any State and the political sub-
divisions thereof in any fiscal year shall not
be in excess of 10 cents multiplied by the
voting age population of the State.

“GRANTS TO MODERNIZE VOTER REGISTRATION
AND ELECTION ADMINISTRATION

“Sec. 407. (a) The Commission is author-
ized to make grants to any State for plan-
ning and evaluating the use of electronic
data processing or other appropriate pro-
cedures to modernize voter registration or
election administration on a centralized
statewide basis. A grant made under this
section shall not be in excess of one-half
cent multiplied by the voting age population
of the State receiving the grant, or $25,000,
whichever is greater.

"“(b) The Commisison is authorized to
make grants to any State for designing, pro-
graming, and implementing a centralized
statewide voter registration or election ad-
ministration system as described in subsec-
tion (a) of this section. A grant under this
subsection shall not be in excess of 10 cents
multiplied by the voting age population of
the State receiving the grant.

“GRANTS FOR VOTER EDUCATION

“SEec. 408. The Commission is authorized to
make grants to any State or political sub-
division thereof for the purpose of carrying
out nonpartisan citizen education programs
in voting and voter registration. A grant
made under this section in any fiscal year
shall not be in excess of 10 cents multiplied
by the voting age population of the State
or political subdivision receiving the grant,
and the total amount of grants to any State
and the political subdivisions thereof in any
fiscal year shall not be in excess of 10 cents
multiplied by the voting age population of
the State.

“TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND FRAUD PREVENTION

“SEc. 409. The Commission is authorized to
make available technical assistance, includ-
ing assistance in developing programs for the
prevention and control of fraud, to any State
or political subdivision thereof for improv-
ing voter registration, election administra-
tion, and voter participation. Such assistance
shall be made available at the request of
States and political subdivisions thereof, to
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the extent practicable and consistent with
the provisions of this title.

“APPLICATIONS FOR GRANTS

“Sgc. 410. Except as otherwise specifically
provided, grants authorized by section 405,
406, 407, or 408 of this title may be made
to States, political subdivisions, or combina-
tions thereof, Such grants may be made
only upon application to the Commission at
such time or times and containing such in-
formation as the Commission may prescribe.
The Commission shall provide an explana-
tion of the grant programs authorized by this
title to State or local election officials, and
shall offer to prepare, upon request, applica-
tions for such grants. No application shall
be approved unless it—

“(a) demonstrates, to the satisfaction of
the Commission, that the applicant has a
substantial responsibility for voter regis-
tration or election administration within its
jurisdiction, and that the grant will not in-
volve duplication of effort within the juris-
diction receiving the grant or the develop-
ment of Incompatible voter registration or
election administration systems within a
State;

“{b) sets forth the authority for the grant
under this title;

“(¢) provides such fiscal control and fund
accounting procedures as may be necessary
to assure proper disbursement of and ac-
counting for Federal funds paid to the appli-
cant under this title, and provides for making
avallable to the Commission books, docu-
ments, papers, and records related to any
funds received under this title; and

“(d) provides for making such reports, in
such form and containing such information,
as the Commission may reasonably require
to carry out its functions under this title, for
keeping such records, and for affording such
access thereto as the Commission may find
necessary to assure the correctness and veri-
fication of such reports.

“REGULATIONS

“SEc. 411. The Commission is authorized to
issue such rules and regulations as may be
necessary or appropriate to carry out the pro-
visions of this title.

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sec. 412, For the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of this title, there is author-
ized to be appropriated, for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974, and for each of the
two succeeding fiscal years, the sum of $15,-
000,000 each year for sections 405, 406, 407,
and 408.”.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
myself 7T minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
purpose of this amendment is to estab-
lish an effective program of Federal fi-
nancial assistance to State and local gov-
ernments in carrying out their existing
voter registration programs, and election
administration and election day activi-
ties, and to provide specific financial in-
centives to encourage State and local
governments to modernize their proce-
dures in these areas.

The bill contains five major features:

First, the bill is based on the princi-
ple of a voluntary, not mandatory, pro-
gram of Federal assistance to State and
local jurisdictions in the area of election
activities. No State or local government
will be compelled to take any action un-
der this bill, but those who wish to take
advantage of its financial assistance pro-
visions will be able to do so.

Second, the bill establishes a number
of types of Federal grants available to
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State and local governments; based on
the voting age population of the jurisdic-
tion receiving the grant.

Mr. President, it is my intention that
the definition of voting age population in
the amendment shall conform with the
definition of voting age population in the
committee bill. I have indicated that con-
forming language in a technical change
in the amendment, by using the phrase
“voting age population.”

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.

Mr. COOK. It would almost have to be
and we should get it in the ReEcorp be-
cause it would have to conform because
if there is a voter registration program
they would have to conform.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a technical
change be made in the amendment to de-
fine voting age population as defined in
the legislation itself, S. 372. The change
is already indicated in the amendment
at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
amendment would provide four types of
grants:

“Bloec” grants of 10 cents per eligible
voter to States and local jurisdictions to
defray costs of existing programs in the
area of voter registration, election ad-
ministration, and election day activities;

“Incentive” grants of 50-50 matching
funds for State and local governments
to pay for new election and registration
activities in the jurisdiction, such as ad-
ditional registrars, steps to handle elec-
tion day challenges, streamlined voting
and vote-counting procedures, training
programs for State and local officials,
and fraud prevention;

Grants for computerized election and
registration programs, including $25,000
planning grants and 10 cents-a-voter
implementation grants to States to
modernize voter registration and elec-
tion activities; and

Grants for voter education, including
10 cents-a-voter grants to States and
local governments for nonpartisan citi-
zen education programs.

Third, the grant program will be ad-
ministered by the new Federal Election
Commission to be established by S. 372.

Fourth, an Advisory Council on Voter
Registration and Election Administra-
tion is established, to include State and
i’ocal election officials on a bipartisan

asis.

Fifth, the amendment authorized $60,-
000,000 each year for the next 3 fiscal
years to carry out the program, with
$15,000,000 a year allocated to each of
the four categories of grants described
above.

Mr. President, of all the figures to come
out of the 1972 Presidential election last
November, perhaps the most appalling
is the estimate that only 56 percent of
those who were eligible to vote actually
went to the polls on election day. If this
figure is correct, then it appears that the
voter turnout in 1972 was 5 percentage
points lower even than in the low turn-
out year of 1968, itself one of the lowest
voter turnouts in any Presidential elec-
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tion in this century and the lowest turn-
out since 1948.

And, compounding the problem of
shrinking voter turnout, the 1972 elec-
tion also witnessed another barrage of
the sort of election day experience that
turns voting into an ordeal for voters and
State and local election officials alike—
the long lines and the waiting periods
confronting citizens who actually reach
their polling places; incomplete or miss-
ing registration lists, compelling many
citizens to go to court to enforce their
right to vote; and a plethora of other
problems—voting machines that don’t
work; polling places that don't open; and
inadequate and understaffed procedures
for handling challenges at the voting
booth and in the courts.

How do you think Gov. William Seran-
ton felt at his polling place in Pennsyl-
vania last November 7, when he had to
go to court to get an order compelling
local officials to let him vote, because
his registration card was missing?

And that example represents only the
tip of the iceberg of the problems facing
voters on election day. We recognize
Governor Scranton’s name, but what
about the thousands of others who suf-
fered similar misadventures, and who
were thereby denied the most basic right
of all in our democratic society, the right
to vote. The path to the polls on election
day was a chamber of horrors for count-
less citizens trying to exercise their right.

In New York City, thousands of eligi-
ble voters found themselves in Gover-
nor Scranton’s shoes because their regis-
tration records had disappeared and they
were forced to go obtain a court order to
let them vote. It is estimated that for
every voter who lasted the marathon
courthouse course and actually cast his
vote in New York City, at least two or
three others fell along the way and lost
their right to vote.

In St. Louis, thanks to a faulty canvass
and preelection purge of voting lists in
mid-October, thousands of voters were
erroneously stricken from the rolls. Two
thousand voters were reinstated by court
order, but many more never got to vote.

In Albuquerque, residents received a
white slip of paper when they registered,
but they could not vote until they re-
ceived a yellow voting card by mail. For
many new registrants, the yellow cards
did not arrive, and so, the day before
the election, a State court ordered that
persons holding a white slip were eligible
to vote, provided they appeared in court
to assert their rights.

Such examples are legion. The ones I
have cited could be multiplied many
times over. They are found in every
State. But they are enough, I think, to
identify the problem and to demonstrate
the need for early and effective action
by Congress.

I believe that Congress can go far in
solving the problems by using the tradi-
tional carrot approach of Federal finan-
cial assistance, offering grants to State
and local governments to help them put
their own houses in order.

Today, the Federal Government pro-
vides an almost endless array of grants
to State and local governments to develop
and upgrade social programs for the
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benefit of all their citizens. Thanks to
Federal recognition of the obvious na-
tional interest involved in areas like
health and education, food and hous-
ing, transportation and welfare, the en-
vironment, law enforcement, and drug
control, 200 million American citizens to-
day enjoy a higher standard of living and
a better quality of life.

But, in spite of the obvious national
interest at stake in the area of voting and
elections, no such assistance is available
today to help State and local govern-
ments respond to the massive and grow-
ing need for reform. The right to vote is
the most basic right in our democratic
society, yet for decades the Federal Gov-
ernment has stood mute while the con-
ditions of voting in America progressively
deteriorated, until we have reached the
point where, for many citizens, voting
is no longer a blessing of democracy but
a gauntlet to be run by those with the
physical stamina and endurance to last
the course.

We know the hard-pressed financial
condition of our State and local govern-
ments. We also know that expenditures
for voting and elections come at the bot-
tom of the list when State and local
governments draw up their annual budg~
ets. And the reason is not far to seek.
They know the priorities Congress sefs
in Federal spending programs—undoubt-
edly they set their own priorities ac-
cordingly, and so the entire election
process suffers.

Now is the time to change all that. The
amendment I promise is not the final
answer to all the election problems that
can be identified, but it is a step in the
right direction, a step we can take with
full respect for the basic doctrine that
elections in America are still the pri-
mary responsibility of our State and
local governments. The modest sums
authorized by this amendment can be
a sound investment in the future of
America, bringing rich returns for our
democracy, and I urge the Senate to
accept it.

Mr. President, the amendment is of-
fered on behalf of myself and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS), who has been enormously in-
terested and extremely active in the
whole area of voter registration and elec-
tion day procedures.

Let me point out, finally that on the
issue of voter registration, there have
been some extensive hearings by the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice, several days of hearings in 1971, and
several more days of hearings in 1973.
A number of these very same issues were
raised during the consideration of this
maftter by the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

I yield to the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS), who is a member of the Post
Office Committee.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield ?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, in urg-
ing adoption of the amendment, I hope
all concerned realize that this is an
amendment supported by people who are
registrars in the individual States. They
met in New Orleans. One of the leaders
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in this movement is the Lieutenant Gov-
ernor of Alaska, Red Boucher. He has
emphasized the need of flexibility for the
States to meet their needs. I think this
amendment will do that. It is an authori-
zation. It is not mandatory that the
States adopt this procedure. I think this
is the best approach we can devise to
assist those who are trying to increase
the number of our people who are reg-
istered to vote.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

I have discussed this amendment with
the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts. It is a good amendment. I have
supported this proposition. I am a lit-
tle reluctant to consider it as a part of
this bill, but I am willing to accept the
amendment and take it to conference.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment having been yielded
back, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment, as modified (putting the
question) .

Mr. KENNEDY'S amendment, No. 203, as
modified, was agreed to.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr, President, I
call up my amendment No. 355.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to read the amendment.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the
amendment will be printed in the REcorp
in full

The amendment (No. 355) is as fol-
lows:

Strike everything from line 19 on page 52
through line 10 on page 53 and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

(2) No candidate for election to the of-
fice of President may make expenditures
in any State in connection with his cam-
paign for election to such office in excess of
75 per centum the amount which a candi-
date for election to the office of Senator
(or to the office of Delegate, in the case of
the Distriect of Columbia) might expend
within the State in connection with his cam-
paign for election to the office of Senator
(a Delegate) .

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
would like to ask the chairman of the
Committee on Rules and Administration
and the manager of this bill to explain
to the Senate the effect of the Eagleton
amendment on spending limitations for
Presidential candidates. As I read the bill,
it would seem to me that, by limiting the
amounts permitted for expenditure by
senatorial candidates, the Eagleton
amendment has also reduced the amount
permitted to be expended by Presidential
candidates to the same amount, namely,
15 cents per eligible voter in every State.
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Is that interpretation of the effect of the
Eagleton amendment correct?

Mr. CANNON. Let me find the Eagleton
amendment.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I am authorized by the distinguished
majority leader to make the following
unanimous-consent request. It has been
cleared by both sides of the aisle.

1 ask unanimous consent that a vote
on final passage of the pending bill,
8. 372, occur at no later than 3:30 p.m.
on Monday next, and that rule XII he
waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
keeping in view that agreements have
already been reached on some amend-
ments providing for less time than 30
minutes, to be equally divided, and that
those agreements will stand, I ask unani-
mous consent that on all other amend-
ments, with the exception of one amend-
ment by Mr. CHILES and one amendment
by Mr. Packwoop, time on any amend-
ment be limited %o not more than 30
minutes, that time on any amendment
to an amendment be limited to 20 min-
utes, that time on any debatable motion
or appeal, with the exception of a possi-
ble motion to recommit, be limited to
10 minutes, all to be equally divided in
accordance with the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, may I ad-
dress an inquiry to the acting majority
leader?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. PERCY. I may note that some of
those who have been in attendance today
have put aside other engagements. For
one, I have to be in Illinois and will be
back Monday. Could the Senator advise
us as to the earliest votes on Monday?
Would it be possible to have the debate
and to have the votes delayed as late
as possible on Monday ?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. I think
that could be done. The leadership will
make every effort to back up any roll-
call votes on amendments to 2 or 2:30
p.m. on Monday.

Mr. PERCY. That would be extremely
helpful.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. With the vote
on final passage no later than 3:30 p.m.
Mr. PERCY. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank all
Senators.

I want to be sure that the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. StEvENsON) is fully
protected on Monday. It is my under-
standing that the Senator from Illinois
may offer a motion to recommit the bill.
Am I correct?
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Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
have considered such a motion. I still
have not decided. However, after the ac-
tions taken by the Senate today, I am
much less inclined to make that motion
than I was earlier. I do not have any
such intention at the present time.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that if the
Senator from Illinois, or any other Sena-
tor, should wish to make a motion to
recommit on Monday, he be assured of
10 minutes on such motion, the time to
ke equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The text of the unanimous-consent
agreement reads as follows:

Ordered, That, during the further con-
sideration of S. 372, the Federal Election
Campaign Act Amendments of 1973, debate
on any amendment (except an amendment
to be offered by Senator Chiles, and one to
be offered by Senator Packwood, on which
there shall be 1 hour each) shall be limited
to not more than 30 minutes, to be equally
divided and controlled by the mover of
any such amendment and the manager of the
bill, and that debate on any amendment in
the second degree shall be limited to 20
minutes, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the mover of such and the author
of the amendment in the first degree, and
that debate on any debatable motion or
appeal shall be limited to 10 minutes (with
time assured on a motion to recommit,
which will be in order, if made), to be equally
divided and controlled by the mover of such
and the manager of the bill: Provided, That
in the event the manager of the bill is In
favor of any such amendment or motion, the
time in opposition thereto shall be controlled
by the minority leader or his designee:
Provided further, That no amendment (ex-
cept amendments to be offered by Senators
Bellmon, Dominick, Allen, Kennedy, Javits,
Scott, of Pennsylvania, Byrd, of Virginia,
Humphrey, Tunney, Percy, Bayh, Proxmire,
Cranston, Chiles, Nelson, Roth, Stevenson,
Taft, Mathias, and Hart) that is not germane
to the provisions of the said bill shall be re-
celved.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the said bill, debate shall
be limited to 6 hours, to be equally divided
and controlled, respectively, by the managers
of the bill, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr, Pastore) and the Senator from Nevada
(Mr, Cannon), and the minority leader or
his designee: Provided, That the said Sen-
ators, or any of them, may from the time
under their control on the passage of the
said bill, allot additional time to any Sen-
ator during the consideration of any amend-
ment, debatable motion or appeal,

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

If I understood the question of the
Senator from Illinois correctly, it was:
Would the change in the limit in the
amount authorized per vote that we just
approved in the Eagleton amendment
apply to a Presidential race? And the
answer is “Yes.” We have a provision in
the bill that says the Presidential candi-
date cannot spend more in any particu-
lar State in connection with his cam-
paign than that authorized for the office
of Senator {rom that State. So he would
be limited to the 15- and 10-cent limit
in each individual State as to the amount
of the expenditure.

Mr. STEVENSON. I thank the Senator
for that clarification. The fact is that
the Eagleton amendment not only limits
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expenditures for congressional candi-
dates; it also would reduce the permitted
expenditures for Presidential candidates.
I think that is a highly commendable
step by the Senate. It is moving now to
control spending by Presidential candi-
dates as well as by congressional candi-
dates. The amendment which I have
called up, No. 355, is intended to do
exactly that. It has now been done by
the Eagleton amendment, albeit some-
what unintentionally.

This amendment has one other pur-
pose. There now is in the bill a provision
to limit all expenditures by congressional
candidates and Presidential candidates.
In the case of the congressional candi-
dates, 2ll expenditures of any kind are
counted. It is not at all limited in the
case of Presidential candidates, and ex-
penditures made before January 1 are
exempted. They would not be counted
toward the expenditure limits for Presi-
dential candidates.

Mr. President, I send the modification
of my amendment to the desk and ask
that my amendment be so modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the modification.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Strike everything from line 19 on page 52
through line 2 on page 53.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
Bayna). The amendment is so modified.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, this
amendment has been modified to elimi-
nate a reduction in the expenditures for
a Presidential candidate. What it now
does is to remove arbitrarily the Janu-
ary 1 date and include candidates for the
Presidential nomination under the over-
all definition of a candidate that is al-
ready in the bill, to allow pre-January 1
expenditures to be exempted from the
expenditure limit discriminating in favor
of the incumbent Presidential candidates
and early front runners, both of whom
are in a better position to raise money
early than are other candidates.

The January 1 date is less than 2
months before the first primary. And
experience teaches that very substantial
expenses are incurred prior to the be-
ginning of the election year.

This amendment would place all can-
didates for Presidential nomination, in-
cumbent and nonincumbent, under the
same expenditure ceiling by providing
that everything they spend at any time
counts against the expenditure limit as
is now provided in the bill for congres-
sional candidates.

I would hope that the chairman and
ranking minority member of the com-
mittee might consider accepting this
modified amendment.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I do not
have any strong feeling about it. I do
not think it is necessary, but if the Sen-
ator would prefer to rely on the general
definition of “candidate,” I have no ob-
jection.

Mr. STEVENSON. I thank the chair-
man. I move the adoption of the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time
yielded back?

Mr. CANNON. I yield back my time.
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Mr. STEVENSON. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Illinois.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 437.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I ask that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed with
and that the amendment be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 57, line 14, strike “$5,000” and in-
sert in its place “'$3,000."

On page 37, line 17, strike "“$15,000" and in-
sert in its place *'$3,000".

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, when
the bill initially came from the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration, it con-
tained contribution limitations for an
individual of $5,000 in the case of a
candidate for Congress, $15,000 for a
Presidential candidate, and $100,000 ag-
gregate, which has now been changed
from a family contribution to $25,000 per
individual. That, of course, excludes the
normal campaign committees of the
parties. We had contributions of the
same amount, $5,000 for Congress and
$15,000 for President, although there
was no aggregate limit.

The Senator from Texas (Mr. BENT-
sEN) yesterday offered an amendment to
reduce both amounts to $3,000 for Mem-
bers of Congress and $3,000 for the Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may add the name of the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr., STEVENSON) as &
cosSponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Senators will recall
that there is some question as to the ap-
propriateness of the Bentsen amend-
ment, because we had the Proxmire
amendment, which was limited only to
individuals, and subsequently the Bent-
sen amendment, that would have limited
contribution by the committees to $3,-
000 for candidates for Congress and $3,-
000 for candidates for the Presidency.

My amendment would correct what I
think was a correct parliamentary rul-
ing, but inadverently struck the Bentsen
amendment. I think it is rather impor-
tant that we do this because as the bill
initially came to us, we were trying to
give some weight to individuals except
a committee, and we had individual
contributions for candidates for the
Presidency.

‘We have now substantially reduced the
limits that individuals can contribute,
and I think wisely, and I have supported
it. We have not reduced the amount a
committee can give. If we look at the re-
turns in States which at least have pub-
lie returns, we will find that it is not usu-
ally the large individual contributor who
contributes the overwhelming amount of
money.
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It is the large campaign contributions
from committees, and all of those com-
mittees are well known to us.

If we are going to try to reduce the in-
fluence of individual contributors to cam-
paigns, and we have, I think it is unwise
to disproportionately increase the in-
fluence of committees; because if we are
talking about who is beholden to whom
and for what, to say that individuals can
give a relatively small amount of money
but committees can give a substantially
larger amount of money, and they have
no aggregate limit—under this bill, com-
mittees can give to every congressional
race the maximum amount they can give,
and they can give to every senatorial
race, and we are not changing the ag-
gregate limit. I think if we do not change
it, if there is to be no aggregate limit on
committees, we should reduce them to the
same amount, $1,000 for senatorial races
and $3,000 for the President, that we have
for individuals.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I think the
Senator from Oregon is to be commended
for offering this amendment, because
what it does is comply with the figures
we have previously put into the bill by
reason of the amendment of the Senator
from Texas. As Senators know, even in
the debate yesterday, when we changed
the figure on page 56 from $1,000 to
$3,000, and when we changed the figure
on page 57, line 2, from $15,000 to $3,000,
we really established an inconsistency.

I would have to say to the Senator
from Oregon that we still have the ex-
clusions as set forth in item 2 on page 20,
with the exception of the amendment of
the Senator from Rhode Island which we
agreed to vesterday. So I have no objec-
tion to the amendment; I think it con-
forms the figures throughout the bill rel-
ative to what can be contributed to an
individual Senator's or Representative’s
race, or an individual Presidential race.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I would
not agree with my colleague that those
sections are inconsistent with what we
did before, but I would agree that in the
discussion yesterday several times we re-
ferred to the fact that $3,000 is the limit,
and it is not the limit under the bill as
it now reads, as I found last night, with
respect to committees.

For example, this would mean, under
the bill as it now stands, that AMPAC,
COPE, and a lot of these committees, the
National Committee for an Effective
Congress, and other organizations, could
give $5,000 in the case of a candidate for
Congress and $15,000 in the case of a
candidate for President. If the Senator's
amendment is adopted, that amount
would be reduced to $3,000 for all of
those committees, except the exceptions
that are written in at the bottom of
page 57, which we wrote in yesterday,
that relate to the party committees and
the congressional committees.

Mr, COOK. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 1 minute. May I say that when it
makes it consistent, it makes it consistent
on the basis that if we fcel that a candi-
date will be influenced by a major contri-
bution from an individual, obviously we
have to consider that that candidate
could be influenced by a major contribu-
tion from a committee or some organiza-
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tion, other than by a contribution from
an individual. Therefore, the consistency
that I meant was that it would be totally
inconsistent to say that an individual
could put $3,000 into the campaign of
the Senator from Rhode Island, for ex-
ample, but that COPE or AMPAC could
put $15,000 into his campzign—or $5,000
into a Senator’'s campaign, and $15,000
into a Presidential campaign.

Therefore, on that basis, it makes it
uniform throughout the bill. That is
what the Senator from Oregon wants to
do, and I think it is a good idea, Mr.
President.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield?

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Kansas.

Mr. DOLE. The Senator from Ken-
tucky may have just answered the ques-
tion I had. It would apply to all com-
mittees, whether it be AMPAC, COPE,
Better Business for Packwood, for ex-
ample; it would apply equally to all com-
mittees, as I understand it.

Mr. PACKWOOD. To every commit-
tee, and it is my hope that we would
not try to avoid it by setting up sepa-
rate something-or-others. It is my intent
that AMPAC, COPE, or the dairy fund
can give no more money to a Presiden-
tial candidate in 1976 than $3,000.

Mr. DOLE. But is there anything to
prevent the creation of 50 committees?
In other words, is it not illegal for a
candidate to receive moneys from com-
mittees in other States?

Mr. PACKWOOD. Let me ask the Sen-
ator from Nevada. As I understand the
intent of the bill, you are not legally
allowed to do that, because that is ear-
marking. They can give $3,000 to the
Committee For the Reelection of DoLE;
that is not intended to be allowed by the
bill.

Mr. DOLE. If money is raised inde-
pendently in a fund for a Federal candi-
date, that is not earmarking. If a com-
mittee, for some good reason, decides
to support a Federal candidate, who may
live in Wyoming and the committee may
be in California. That is not prohibited.

Mr. PACKWOOD. It is not prohibited.
The test is, Is it a committee to con-
tribute independently? If it is a com-
mittee to contribute independently, it is
all right.

Mr. DOLE. I can foresee situations
when a candidate might receive money
from numerous labor and business com-
mittees. Would this be legal?

Mr. PACKWOOD, The test is, Is the
committee independent? If they are not
independent, they are not supposed to
give more than $3,000. If they are gen-
uinely independent, it is all right.

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PACKEWOOD. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. I am afraid the Sen-
ator from Kansas has put his finger on
the weakness of this provision of the
bill. I think that it will be relatively
easy for ftrade associations, business
groups and labor unions to proliferate
committees by setting them up in sepa-
rate States, while it would be exceed-
ingly difficult for openly political com-

26477

mittees that solicit contributions in
small amounts from citizens all over
the country, to do likewise.

I think the limitaton is tilted in favor
of the business groups and the labor
groups, who may work through vari-
ous State committees, while it would
complicate the efforts of those commit-
tees that have no particular vested in-
terest, which have to look to the. public
at large for contributions, committees
that are quite frankly and openly es-
tablished for the purpose of raising cam-
paign money from the general public on
behalf of certain candidates or causes.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, in
response to the statement of the Sen-
ator from Idaho, I think Senator Cook
has stated very well that what we are
trying to avoid is unlimited contribu-
tions, not just from COPE or BANKPAC
or whatever the other organizations are;
we are trying to limit the amount of
money a committee such as the Com-
mittee for an Effective Congress can give,
in addition to the AFL-CIO and in ad-
dition to BANKPAC.

Mr. CHURCH. I know the Senator’s
objective, and I do not quarrel with it.
My point is that the method adopted is
clumsy; it will work to the advantage of
business groups and labor groups, and
against committees established openly
for the purpose of securing contributions
in small amounts from the citizenry at
large, to apply to political campaigns.
I think that point has not been refuted
in the course of the discussion.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I am not
going to labor under any illusion that
the Committee for an Effective Congress
spends all its sums in small amounts,
and does not make substantial contribu-
tions, because I know they do. I think
the danger raised by the Senator from
Idaho is more important, and that is
that the lower the amount becomes,
which I think we all should realize,
the greater the proliferation becomes.
That proliferation will occur regardless
of whether it is the Committee for an
Effective Congress or whether it is the
respective committees we are talking
about. This is what we have got to un-
derstand and to realize, that we are look-
ing at the thing from the broad scope of
trying to limit; but we also have to un-
derstand that as we do this, we cannot
write into law the significance that an
organization cannot proliferate itself,
because it can. If it feels that it has to,
or it desires to, then it will. I think we
understand that. We should not be so
naive as to believe that that may well
not happen. But the lower we put that
figure, the more obvious we make it avail-
able as a matter of necessity to pursue
that course.

Mr. CHURCH. That is the very point.
By lowering the figure, we increase the
pressure for proliferation. It seems to
me to be clear that labor and business
groups will find it easier to proliferate
than others lacking a nationwide struc-
ture. I think, to this extent, the amend-
ment definitely discriminates in favor of
business and labor.
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Mr. COOK. I have to say, in defense
of the amendment, that there is no more
equity in having a figure higher for an
organization which wishes to exert its
influence, if that is what it wishes to do,
than it is to have a figure for an individ-
ual. So, therefore, I must confess I see
the fear of making the figure too low,
but I have got to support the Senator’s
amendment because if we are talking
about money, then everyone should start
off at the same level. It is no more a
degree of equity to say that an organiza-
tion can give five, but that an individual
can give only three. Therefore, I must
confess I am concerned about continual
reduction because it will create a prolif-
eration, but it is there. It certainly
should be, while we are handling it, that
it be equitable.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield back my time.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JounsToN). All time on this amendment
has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Oregon
(No. 437).

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. RoeerT C. Byro. I announce that
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN),
the Senator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EasT-
LAND), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GraAvEL), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
Hucnes), and the Senator from Minne-
sota (Mr. HuMPHREY) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK), is
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr, STennIs), is absent be-
cause of illness,

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HumrHrREY) , would vote “vesn.”

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an-
nounce that the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. Corron) is absent be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLbp-
WATER) is absent because of illness in his
family.

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
Brooke) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock), the Senator from New York
(Mr. BuckLEY), the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. CurTtis), the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. DoMENICI) , the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK), the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GriFFIN), and
the Senators from Ohio (Mr. Saxse and
Mr. TaFT) are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. BRookE) is paired with the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CurTis). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Massachusetts would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Nebraska would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 74,
nays 7, as follows:
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[No. 348 Leg.]
YEAS—T74

Gurney
Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Haskell
Hatfield
Hathaway
Helms
Hollings
Byrd, Huddleston
Harry F.,Jr. Inouye
Byrd, Robert C. Javits
Cannon Johnston
Case Kennedy
Chiles Mansfield
Church Mathias
Clark McClellan
Cook MeClure
Cranston McGee
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya
Muskie

NAYS—T

Long
Magnuson
Moss

NOT VOTING—19

Curtis Hughes
Domenicl Humphrey
Dominick Saxbe
Eastland Stennis
Goldwater Taft

Aiken
Baker
Bartlett
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Bible
Biden
Burdick

Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicofl
Roth
Schwelker
Scott, Pa.
Bcott, Va.
Sparkman
Stafford
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Welcker
Willlams

Fong
Fulbright

Bennett
Hruska
Jackson

Young

Abourezk
Allen
Bentsen
Brock
Brooke
Buckley Gravel
Cotton Griffin

So Mr. Packwoob's amendment (No.
437) was agreed to.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BARTLETT. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to,

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT
ON 8. 1841

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I have cleared this matter on both sides
of the aisle.

I ask unanimous consent that at such
time as 8. 1841, a bill to amend the Com-
munications Act of 1934, is called up and
made the pending question before the
Senate, there be a time limitation there-
on for debate of 1 hour, with a time
limitation on any amendment of 30 min-
utes, with a timg limitation on any de-
batable motion or appeal of 20 minutes,
and that the agreement be in the usual
form.

I have cleared this matter with Mr.
PasTorg, Mr. Coox, Mr. Long, and other
Senators on both sides of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The text of the unanimous-consent
agreement is as follows:

Ordered, That, during the consideration of
8. 1841, to amend the Communications Act
of 1934 for one year with respect to certain
agreements relating to the broadcasting of
home games of certaln professional athletic
teams, debate on any amendment shall be
limited to 30 minutes, to be equally divided
and controlled by the mover of any such

amendment and the manager of the bill,

and that debate on any debatable motion or
appeal shall be limited to 20 minutes, to be
divided and controlled by the mover of such
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and the manager of the bill; Provided, That
in the event the manager of the bill is in
favor of any such amendment or motion, the
time in opposition thereto shall be controlled
by the minority leader or his designee: Pro-
vided further, That no amendment that is
not germane to the provisions of the said
bill shall be received.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the said bill, debate shall
be limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided
and controlled, respectively, by the major-
ity and minority leaders or their designees:
Provided, That the said leaders, or either of
them, may, from the time under their con-
trol on the passage of the sald bill, allot ad-
ditional time to any BSenator during the
consideration of any amendment, debatable
motion or appeal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is
open to further amendment.
AMENDMENT NO. 441

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I send to
the desk my amendment No. 441,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 22, line 6, immediately after “(f)",
insert “(1)}".

On page 23, line 6, strike out the gquotation
marks and the second period.

On page 23, between lines 6 and 7, insert
the following:

“(£) (1) For purposes of this subsection—

“(A) ‘Member of Congress’ means Senator
or Representative in, or Delegate or Resident
Commissioner to, the Congress;

“(B) ‘income’ means gross Income as de-
fined in section 61 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1054;

“(C) ‘security’ means security as defined
in section 2 of the Securities Act of 1933,
as amended (15 U.8.C. TTb);

“(D) ‘commodity’ means commodity as de-
fined in section 2 of the Commodity Ex-
change Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 2);

“(E) ‘dealings In securlties or commodi-
ties’ means any acquisition, holding, with=-
holding, use, transfer, disposition, or other
transaction involving any security or com=-
modity; and

“{F) ‘eandidate’ means an individual who
seeks nomination for election, or election,
to Federal office, whether or not such indi-
vidual is elected, and, for purposes of this
subsection, an individual shall be deemed to
seek nomination for election, or election, if
he has (1) taken the action necessary under
the law of a State to qualify himself for
nomination for election, or election, to Fed-
eral office, or (2) received contributions or
made expenditures, or has given his consent
for any other person to receive contributions
or make expenditures, with a view to bring-
ing about his nomination for electlon, or
election, to such office.

*{2) Each candldate for election to Con-
gress (other than a candidate who is n Mem-
ber of Congress) shall file with the Commis-
sion a financial disclosure report for the
calendar year iImmediately preceding the year
in which he is a candidate, Such report shall
be filed not later than thirty days after the
individual becomes such a candidate.

“{3) Bach individual who has served at any
time during any calendar year as a Member
of Congress shall file with the Commission
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& financlal disclosure report for that year.
Buch report shall be filed not later than
May 1 of the year immediately following such
calendar year.

“(4) Each financial disclosure report to be
filed under this subsection shall be made
upon a form which shall be prepared by the
Commission and furnished by it upon re-
quest. Each such report shall contain a full
and complete statement of—

*“(A) the amount and source of each item
of income, other than reimbursements for
expenditures actually incurred, and each gift
or aggregate of gifts from one source of a
value of more than 8100 (other than gifts
received from any relative or his spouse) re-
celved by him or by him and his spouse
Jointly during the preceding calendar year,
including any fee or other honorarium re-
ceived by him for or in connection with the
preparation or delivery of any speech or ad-
dress, attendance at any convention or other
assembly of individuals, or the preparation of
any article or other composition for publi-
cation;

*(B) the value of each asset held by him,
or by him and his spouse jointly, and the
amount of each lability owed by him, or by
him and his spouse jointly, as of the close
of the preceding calendar year;

“(C) all dealings in securities or com-
modities by him, or by him and his spouse
Jointly, or by any person acting on his behalf
or pursuant to his direction during the pre-
ceding calendar year; and

“(D) all purchases and sales of real prop-
erty or any interest therein by him, or by
him and his spouse jointly, or by any person
acting on his behalf or pursuant to his direc-
tion, during the preceding calendar year.

“(5) The Commission may provide for the
grouping of items of income, sources of in-
come, assets, liabilities, dealings in securities
or commodities, and purchases and sales ot
real property when separate itemization is
not feasible or is not necessary for an ac-
curate disclosure of the income, net worth,
dealing in securities and commodities, or
purchases and sales of real property of any
individual,

“(6) All reports filed under this subsec-
tion shall be maintained by the Commission
as public records. Such reports shall be
available, under such regulations as the
Commission may prescribe, for inspection by
the publie.”.

(2) Subsection (f) of such section 304, as
added by paragraph (1) of this subsection,
shall apply with respect to calendar years
commencing on or after January 1, 1074,

On page 25, line 19, immediately after
304", insert *(a)—(e) ™.

On page 46, line 20, immediately after
“title,” Insert “(other than section 304(f)).”

On page 46, line 23, Immediately after
“title,"” insert “(other than section 304(f)).”

On page 47, line 2, strike out the quotation
marks.

On page 47, between lines 2 and 3, insert
the following:

“(c) Any person who willfully fails to file
a report required by section 304(f) of this
Act, or who knowingly and willfully files a
false report under such section, shall be fined
$2,000 or imprisoned’ for not less than one
year, or both,”.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon (Mr.
Packwoop) has asked that his name be
added as a cosponsor of this amendment,
and I ask unanimous consent to have
that done.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

FULL DISCLOSURE IS A MUST

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, this

amendment would require that each
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Member of Congress, as well as each
candidate for Congress, disclose his in-
come, net worth, and marketplace trans-
actions, to the Federal Election Commis-
sion established by the bill. The disclo-
sure would include income from all
sources, gifts received having a value in
excess of $100, together with fees and
honorariums for speeches, articles, or at-
tendance at conventions, or other as-
semblies. In addition, the candidate or
Member would be required to disclose the
value of assets held either in his own
name, or by him and his spouse jointly,
and any liabilities individually or jointly
owed.

All dealings in securities or commod-
ities, whether made by the candidate or
Member or by the candidate or Member
and his spouse jointly, or by any person
acting on his or in their behalf, would
also have to be disclosed. In addition, all
purchases and sales or real property
would be reported.

All reports filed with the Federal Elec-
tion Commission would be public docu-
ments.

I personally feel that the enactment
of this comprehensive disclosure statute,
applicable to all sources of income, is
long overdue. It would go far toward re-
storing healthy public confidence in our
political institutions and in the men
who hold—or run for—public office.

Instead of this kind of full disclosure,
Congress has contrived for itself a con-
venient form of partial disclosure which
does more to distort than to reveal, and
which has aroused more suspicion than
it has allayed. It is a dubious system, set-
ting a different standard for the House
than for the Senate, and an adequate
standard for neither.

Members of the House owning inter-
ests worth more than $5,000 or receiving
income in excess of $1,000 in any enter-
prise doing a substantial business with
the Government, must name the enter-
prise, but need not list the actual amount
of such holdings. In like manner, sources
of outside income for “services rendered”
exceeding $5,000; or for capital gains
exceeding $5,000; or for reimbursement
of expenditures exceeding $1,000, must
be identified, but again without any re-
guirement for disclosing the actual
amounts involved. Under the rules of the
House of Representatives, this is all that
need be made public. As for the rest, in-
formation of each Member’s outside busi-
ness interests and income are filed in a
sealed envelope with the House Commit-
tee on Standards of Official Conduct,
where the information remains undis-
closed, unless the committee votes to open
the envelope in the course of an official
investigation of the Member involved.

A different rule applies to the Senate,
where Members are required to make
public nothing other than gifts or politi-
cal contributions directly received during
the preceding year, along with any fee or
honorarium amounting to more than
$300. All other information concerning
a Senator's outside business interests,
property and income, goes into a sealed
envelope which is filed with the Comp-
troller General of the United States,
where it remains unopened, unless the
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Senate Select Committee on Standards
and Conduct votes to examine its con-
tents in the course of an official investi-
gation of the Senator involved.

I regard this tell-part-but-not-all,
show-some-but-not-the-rest arrange-
ment as a hoax on the public. It is a game
we ought not play with the people of our
respective States.

Accordingly, I long ago adopted a
practice of making a full voluntary dis-
closure of my own. I have been doing so
since 1962. That course, however, is an
unsatisfactory resolution of the prob-
lem, since each voluntary disclosure
can be made as the Senator chooses, and
no standard applies. Moreover, only a
handful of Senators and Congressmen
have volunteered.

I want to acknowledge that many
Members of Congress—men of ungues-
tionable integrity—hold strong personal
feelings against making public their per-
sonal business affairs. They argue that
they are as much entitled as any other
citizen to own business interests, stocks,
bonds, notes, or mortgages, and that,
therefore, their personal dealings should
not be regarded as the public’s business.

I sympathize with this argument, but
it misses the point. Naturally, Members
of Congress need not, indeed should not,
refrain from making private investments.
But Representatives and Senators do dif-
fer from other citizens in one important
respect: they make the laws that affect
business; they write the taxes that cor-
porations, as well as individuals, must
pay. Since Members of Congress must
regularly vote on legislation which
reaches—often in varying ways—every
segment of the economy, there is every
legitimate reason for making their pri-
vate holdings a matter of public record.

Each Member of Congress, in my judg-
ment, should be required to file, under
oath, a periodic disclosure of all the
property and business interests he owns,
the sources and amounts of his income,
the nature of any valuable gifts he has
received, and the donors thereof. Then
the voters, or anyone having doubts to
resolve, would be able to compare the
Member’s voting record in office with his
financial portfolio, and determine for
himself whether the Member has voted
his private pocketbook interest or the
general public interest in the discharge
of his duties.

Moreover, if periodic disclosures were
to reveal an accumulation of wealth
without satisfactory explanation or in-
come which is out of line with listed
sources, the public would be alerted to
possible misconduct in office, bearing fur-
ther investigation,

I would hope that the Members of the
Senate would agree that this proposal is
a key element to making the major pur-
pose of this bill a reality. To require the
disclosure of campaign contributions
without requiring personal financial dis-
closure is giving to a concerned public, at
a time in history when a severe crisis in
Government confidence exists, only half
a loaf when full satisfaction is needed.
By adoption of this amendment, we
would assure the people that Congress
at least wants an end to concealment,
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and open Government substituted in its
place.

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. I raise this point
merely out of curiosity. As an asset would
there be included the home and the
furniture in the home? Does the Sena-
tor mean he would have to say he has
three chairs and two tables?

Mr. CHURCH. No. If the Senator
would look at the amendment, there is
a provision in it which would give the
commission the right to prescribe the
form in which a grouping would take
place. I will read it:

“(5) The Commission may provide for the
grouping of items of income, sources of in-
come, assets, liabilities, dealings in securi-
ties or commodities, and purchases and sales
of real property when SEDRTE‘&B itemization is
not feasible or 1s not necessary for an accu=-
rate disclosure of the income, net worth,
dealing in securities and commoditles, or
purchases and sales of real property of any
individual.

Mr. PASTORE. I would assume that
the purpose of such a law—and I have no
objection to it; I want that clearly un-
derstocd. I do not have that much to
show and I am perfectly willing to show
it at any time. But the fact remains that
the purpose of such a law is more or less
to indicate a conflict of interest. Is that
correct?

Mr. CHURCH. The purpose of such a
law would permit the public to determine,
as far as Congressmen and Senators are
concerned, whether they are voting in
the public interest, or in the interest of
their own pocketbooks.

Mr. PASTORE. Therefore, what dif-
ference does a man's home make?

Mr. CHURCH. It makes no difference,
except as to his net worth. An itemization
of every piece of furniture would not be
required.

Mr. PASTORE., Does not the Senator
think it would be more effective as a law
if the Senator excluded a man's per-
sonal abode and the furniture in the
house? The point I make is that we could
concentrate on what we are trying to get
at. I do not think whether a man lives in
a $50,000 or $75,000 home it is going
to prove anything one way or another
when he votes. But whether or not he
owns $50,000 in stock in General Elec-
tric Corp. or stock in an oil company
might make a big difference on how he
votes. If he is in the business of buying
and selling real estate, that would make
a difference.

How would it make a difference
whether or not & man owns a Chevrolet
or a Ford automobile unless it is felt
it would affect how he votes on auto-
mobiles?

Mr. CHURCH. But one of the items
that should be disclosed is net worth. I
see no difficulty in including the resi-
dence and its furnishings. After all, they
do constitute an item of net worth. I see
no reason to exclude them.

Mr. PASTORE. The only reason I
raise the auestion, while I think a Mem-
ber of Congress should reveal everything
he owns in the sense that what he owns
might have some reflection on how he
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votes, I can understand that; but
whether or not he is going to become an
object of curiosity is another matter. For
instance, I bought a house. I had to go out
to Kensington because I could not go to
Spring Valley. I will tell the Senator why
I could not go to Spring Valley; because
I could not afford $80,000. So I had to
buy a little house for $39,500.

I do not want to be put up to ridicule
because I am living in a little $39,000
house when the Senator may be living
in a quarter-of-a-million-dollar house.
That is what I am trying to avoid. In
other words, we do not want a strict in-
vasion of privacy because there are some
things in the realm of privacy.

Mr. CHURCH. I am on limited time.

Mr. PASTORE. I know the Senator is
on limited time, but this is important.

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator makes a
good point. But this amendment would
not require the kind of particularization
to which the Senator objects. The forms
would be uniform. One of the items to be
revealed would be net worth. The value
of the residential property, together
with the debt which might be owing on
it, would figure into the net worth of the
Member or the candidate running
against him. Full disclosure is the pur-
pose of my amendment, not partial dis-
closure. Today we reveal very little by
our rules. Our rules work more to con-
fuse, than to enlighten, the public.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? I wish to ask the Senator
how closely this parallels——

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator please
use his microphone so we may all hear
him?

Mr. PERCY. My question to the distin-
guished Senator is as to how closely the
present amendment parallels the Case
proposal which I understand extends
beyond Members of Congress. Is it rough-
ly the same, because a number of us are
cosponsors of that measure?

Mr, CHURCH. Yes. I, too, am a co-
sponsor of that measure. I think legisla-
tion could be written, in due course,
which would apply not only to Congress
but also to the executive branch and the
judieial branch. Unfortunately, we have
a bill before us confined to elections.

Mr. PERCY. I do not question that.

Mr. CHURCH. The provisions are
about the same. But this amendment is
confined to Congress, to incumbents, and
those who run for Congress, owing to the
requirement for germaneness.

Mr. PERCY. The disclosure called for
is roughly comparable for Members of
Congress.

Mr. CHURCH. Yes.

Mr. PERCY. How would the value of
the distinguished Senator's home be as-
serted? Is it the cost? Is it an appraisal
every year or every 5 years? Value is
what someone is willing to pay and that
can be determined only at the time of
sale or a reasonable appraisal. I have had
three appraisals on my home and I have
three different values that widely differ.

Mr. CHURCH. With respect to this
question, the amendment directs the
Commission to determine the forms, and
to deal with such particulars as the Sen-
ator raises. The amendment lays down
the disclosure requirements but does not
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attempt to delineate the particulars, be-
cause we would be writing a textbook
rather than a provision in the bill.

Mr. PERCY. I have one further ques-
tion. Those of us in a blind trust, which
we felt was the best way to protect the
public interest, in the absence of such
a bill, would have time to break that
trust and expose the assets.

Mr. CHURCH., Yes.

Mr. PERCY. I support the amendment.
It presents some practical problems, but
I think we can work them out.

Mr. CHURCH. As the Senator knows,
I appreciate his expression of support.
Every time a Cabinet officer is nomi-
nated, it is the practice of the Senate
to require the nominee to make a full
disclosure of his assets. It is also our
practice to require the nominee to divest
himself of such assets as might consti-
tute, in the judgment of the committee, a
possible conflict of interest.

Let me make clear that this amend-
ment does not require divestiture, but it
does require disclosure. Its adoption
would set a good example for the entire
Government and go far toward restoring
public confidence in the political pro-
fession. s

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. President, I ask the Chair how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. Pres-
ident, I yield the Senator 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, now I
am happy to yield to the Senator from
Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in view of
the fact that the burden of the Sena-
tor's argument is that a Senator should
disclose what he owns, on the theory
that even his own home might involve
a conflict of interest, why does not the
Senator require that Senators divest
themselves of those assets? Then there
could be no conflict of interest.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, what has
the Senator against disclosure? I do not
think that rich men are handicapped
by full disclosure. They may even be
helped by it.

This amendment is not directed
against the rich men in this Chamber.
It simply opens up and evens things out,
making the disclosure requirements we
impose on others applicable to ourselves,
as well. It would reinforce public con-
fidence in Congress by establishing a
uniform, periodic public disclosure of
income and holdings. I think this more
needs the doing than anything else we
have considered in connection with this
bill.

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS).

Mr, MATHIAS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I wonder if the sponsor
of the amendment would consider strik-
ing the words “the value of"” on page 4,
line 7. It refers to the value of each asset.
The reason I suggest it is that it is very
hard, as the Senator from Illinois point-
ed out, to determine the value of assets.
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I have made a practice of full disclosure
as long as I have been in the Senate. I
itemize each asset I have, but I discov-
ered after doing it a couple of years, that
it is pretty hard to put an accurate value
sn property; and, after all, is it the value
we are really after? It is curiosity about
the net worth of a Senator that is the
pertinent point? The real thing we are
getting at is disclosure of assets that
might represent a conflict of interest.
That is what we are getting after. There-
fore, the disclosure of the value becomes
less important than the kind of interest
the Senator may have.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. What the Senator is
actually saying is that if a person owns
100 shares in X corporation, he would
say, “I own 100 shares in X corporation,”
without looking in the newspaper to see
what it was selling for on that partic-
ular day?

Mr, MATHIAS. Yes; anyone who was
interested——

Mr. PASTORE. Could lock in the
newspaper himself.

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, I am about to yield back my
time, but I wish simply to say, as the
third Senator in this body who made full
disclosure of my assets, without putting
a value on something that I cannot put
a proper value on, I agree with him.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, it is full
disclosure that I am interested in. It may
be that putting a value on certain kinds
of assets could pose a problem. Since full
disclosure is the main objective of this
amendment, I would be willing to strike
those three words from line 7 of page 4
so as to eliminate the problem to which
the Senator alludes.

Mr. President, I ask that the words
“the value of” in subsection (B), begin-
ning on line 7 of page 4, be stricken from
the amendment.

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. Pres-
ident, with that striking, I could support
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be so
modified.

WAIVER OF RULE XXXVIII, PARA-
GRAPH 6 DURING AUGUST AD-
JOURNMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during the Au-
gust adjournment that rule XXXVIII,
paragraph 6, be waived and, therefore,
the nominations submitted by the Presi-
dent to the Senate not be returned be-
cause of the recess.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1973

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 372) to amend
the Communications Act of 1934 to re-
lieve broadcasters of the equal time re-
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quirement of section 315 with respect to
Presidential and Vice-Presidential can-
didates and to amend the Campaign
Communications Reform Act to provide
further limitation on expenditures in
election campaigns for Federal elective
office.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 4 minutes?

Mr. CANNON. I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I oppose
the amendment. If anyone thinks it
would help him to achieve election or
help him achieve the approbation of
his constituents or the public in general,
more power to him, he is certainly privi-
leged to make a full disclosure of every-
thing he wants to make. But those of us
who serve in a legislative body, different
from a judicial body, are not expected
to be impartial.

We are not expected to be like the
image of the Goddess of Justice, blind-
folded and holding a scale. We are sup-
posed to know that when we are voting
on legislation, we are voting to help
some people and hurt others. We should
know whom we are voting to help and
whom we are voting to hurt. We should
know that and act deliberately.

A legislative body is not expected to be
unbiased. A Member of this body is not
expected to be unbiased. When a Mem-
ber is running for election, he goes to
a man and savs, “If you vote for me, I
am going to vote to raise your old-age
pension and raise taxes for somebody
to pay for that.” It is an entirely different
function than that of the judiciary or
the executive branch.

When one comes before a committee
to take a job where he is going to ad-
minister and make decisions, where he,
and he alone, will decide, for better or
for worse, with regard to someone’s fi-
nancial interest or with regard to a thing
that could benefit or help him, it is guite
appropriate that he ought to divest him-
self of anything where he has a conflict;
but there is nothing wrong about a Sen-
ator's having an interest in a matter and
voting on it, particularly if his interest
is parallel with the interests of his State.

Every time I have seen a fight in &
political campaign where someone sought
to invoke the fact that his opponent
owned an interest in something or his
opponent had an income from some
source, it generally caused it to degrade
itself into a dogfight, into one making
invidious comparisons, one person say-
ing, “You are unworthy,” and the other
saying, “You are worse.” Those types of
things do not appear to make for good
government.

If someone wishes to claim that he
has divested himself of everything which
might involve a conflict of interest let
him do so. To require that those who do
not think it serves any purpose to make
a disclosure of assets, and to do so to the
advantage of their opposition, does not
make much sense.

As I have said, those who want to con-
tend they are more honest than the other
fellow, more power to them. Go ahead
and document it. But I do not see that
they should say what the other man
should disclose or make available or not
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make available. It should be left to the
individual Senator or Member of Con-
gress to make his case and fortify his
position the best he can in appearing as
a person seeking the approval of the pub-
lic. The public would be far better to
vote for us because of what we advocate
and what we do than because of what we
own or do not own.

I hope this amendment will not be
agreed to.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I find
myself in a very difficult position for the
reason that I am an suthor of a bill to
do exactly the same thing that the Sena-
tor would propose, only on a more exten-
sive scale, and I have proposed legisla-
tion of this sort over a number of years.

Right now we have pending in the
Committee on Rules and Administration
four bills that are before the Privileges
and the Elections Subcommittee, all on
this general subject. This bill was never
referred to it. We have not had a chance
to have hearings. The Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PELL) intends to have
hearings on all of these bills.

One is a bill by me entitled “To Pro-
mote Public Confidence in the Legisla-
tive, Executive, and Judicial Branches
of the Government of the United States.”
It includes not only Members of Con-
gress; it includes the President, the Vice
President, each Member of Congress,
each officer and employee of the United
States—including any member of a uni-
formed service—who is compensated at
a rate in excess of $15,000 per annum
and any individual occupying the posi-
tion of an officer or employee of the
United States who performs duties of the
type generally performed by an indi-
vidual occupying grade GS-16 of the
General Schedule or any higher grade
or position.

Mr. President, this subject matter
should go to all areas of Government and
require a full disclosure. However, we
need to have hearings on the legislation.

Senator Case has a bill very much on
the subject, and Senator HART.

Senator RoserT C. Byrp has a bill on
the subject.

Senator BayH, for himself and other
Senators, has a bill on the subject.

Senator Crarx has a bill on the sub-
ject.

‘We desire to have hearings on this and
do not wish to encumber the present hill
with the type of amendment which does
not go nearly as far as it should.

I know that it makes it very difficult for
people to say that they are going to vote
against such an amendment.

Mr. President, on that basis, I move to
lay the amendment on the table.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, would
the Senator from Nevada oblige me for
a moment so that I might respond to the
argument he has made?

Mr. CANNON. Yes; I thought that the
Senator’'s time had expired.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask for
2 or 3 additional minutes so that I might
respond.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
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Senator from Nevada withhold his mo-
tion?

Mr. CANNON. I withhold my motion
for 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I under-
stand the Senator’s argument. Bills are
pending—and bills have been pending on
this subject for years.

I have been making voluntary dis-
closures since 1962, and with all due def-
erence to those who introduce these
bills—and I am a cosponsor of one of the
bills now pending—there is little likeli-
hood of action on them. The past is proof
of that statement.

Here, then, is an opportunity to amend
this bill, make it applicable to Congress,
and get it written into law.

Believe me, once we have made the
full-disclosure standard applicable to
Congress and to those who run for Con-
gress, then we will proceed to make the
standard applicable to other branches
of the Government. However, until we
bite that buillet, we will not.

The fact that these very bills have been
pending for so many sessions, for so many
years, bears witness to that truth.

So, I hope that we will now do our duty
by requiring full disclosure of holdings
and income by Members of Congress and
their election opponents. Then we can
be sure, having taken that step, that
Congress will soon enact legislation ex-
tending the requirement to the other
branches of the Government, as well,

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I want the Recorp to
show, if the motion to lay on the table
carries that I support this amendment.
We have done this many times before. I
think it needs refinement and all of that.
However, I think this is getting to be a
charade.

Mr. CANNON. Mr, President, I move
to lay the amendment on the table.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to table
the Church amendment. On this ques-
tion the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
ALLEN), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EAsTLAND), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. Graver), the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. HueHEs), the Senator from Minne-
sota (Mr. HumpHREY), and the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT) are
necessarily absent,

I further announce that the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) is
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. Stennis) is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HumpHREY) would vote “nay.”

Mr., SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an-
nounce that the Senator from New
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Hampshire (Mr. Corron) is absent be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is absent because of illness in his
family.

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
BrookEe) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee ‘(Mr.
Brock’, the Senator from New York (Mr.
BuckiLEY), the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr, Curtis), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. Domenici), the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DoMiNICK), the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN), and
the Senators from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE and
Mr. Tarr) are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. CurTtis) is paired with the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
Brooke) . If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska would vote “yea’” and
the Senator from Massachusetts would
vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 15,
nays 65, as follows:

[No. 349 Leg.]
YEAS—15

Hruska
Long
MeClellan

Bennett
Byrd,
Harry F., Jr.

Scott, Va.
Sparkman
Talmadge
Cannon Tower
Ervin

Fong

McIntyre
Pearson
Pell

NAYS—65
Hartke
Haskell
Hatfleld
Hathaway
Helms
Hollings
Huddleston
Biden Inouye
Burdick Jackson
Byrd, Robert C. Javits
Case Johnston
Chiles Kennedy
Church Magnuson
Clark Mansfield
Cook Mathias
Cranston MecClure
Dole McGee
Eagleton McGovern
Fannin Metcalf
Gurney Mondale
Hansen Montoya
Hart Moss

NOT VOTING—20

Curtis Griffin

Domenici Hughes

Dominick Humphrey

Eastland Saxbe

Fulbright Stennis

Goldwater Taft

Gravel

So the motion to lay on the table was
rejected.

Mr. CHURCH., Mr. President, a typo-
graphical error appears in the amend-
ment as printed. On page 5, line 19, the
phrase “rot less than” should be “not
more than.” I ask that the amendment
be corrected by inserting the word
“more” in place of the word “less.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, the
amendment is so noted and changed.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida (Mr.
CHiLES), the distinguished Senator from
Iowa (Mr. CrarK), the distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. BipEn), the dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana (Myr.
Bayn), the distinguished Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. Inouve), the distinguished
Senator from Colorado (Mr. HASKELL),

Alken
Baker
Bartlett
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Bible

Muskie
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoft
Roth
Schweiker
Scott, Pa.
Stafford
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Thurmond
Tunney
Welcker
Willlams
Young

Abourezk
Allen
Bentsen
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Cotton
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and the distinguished Senator from Lou-
isiana (Mr. JornsTON) seek to be joined
as cosponsors of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Idaho.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PASTORE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 54, line 2, insert the following:
strike “the period”, and insert the following
il o o

*(C) if it is In excess of $1,000.”

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, it will
not take me very long to explain the
amendment. If Senators will look at page
53 of the bill, they will read, on line 19:

(3) For purposes of this subsection, an
expenditure shall be held and considered to
have been made on behalf of a candidate
if it was made by—

(A) an agent of the candidate for the
purposes of making any campalgn expendi-
ture, or

(B) any person authorized or requested
by the candidate to make expenditures on
his behalf.

In other words, if a group of professors
at Brown University form a group to run
a campaign without my asking them to,
or become my agents for raising and
spending any amount of money over and
above the ceiling, my amendment merely
adds subsection (C).

This is a loophole that has been criti-
cized by many people and also by many
groups, such as Common Cause, the
Committee for an Effective Congress,
and others. It is described as a loophole
that you could drive a truck through.

What I am actually saying is that if
a group spends more than $1,000, auto-
matically it is on behalf of the candidate.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr, President, the first
amendment of the Constitution of the
United States confers upon every citizen
the right of free press and free speech.
Would the Senator say that the amend-
ment infringes upon the rights of those
professors at Brown University? Would
not that indicate that they are contribut-
ing in the name of a free press and of
free speech for the purpose of obtaining
better candidates?

Mr. PASTORE. That is right. That
argument has been made time and time
again, It raises a very important point
in the Constitution. However, the fact
remains that we are setting limits on
what a candidate can do and cannot do.
I think that a number of decisions hold
that this is absolutely proper.

They can go ahead and express them-
selves and do anything they want; but
the minute they begin to spend more than
a thousand dollars without it being at-
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tributable to the candidate, you are act-
ually making a mockery out of the
limitation.

So at some point there has to be a
cutoff. I realize that that question has
to be raised, but the fact is that it con-
stitutes a loophole, which really makes
the ceiling a mockery.

Mr. HRUSKA. A mockery of the bill or
of the law is one thing, but a mockery
of the Constitution——

Mr, PASTORE. It is not a mockery of
the Constitution. If it came before the
Supreme Court, I have every confidence
that the Senator from Rhode Island
would be upheld.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 1 minute. I am not quite sure that
this is the place in the bill that the
amendment ought to go. The amendment
talks about expenditures made on be-
half of a candidate. If we turn to page 13
of the bill and read the definition of
“political,” it means:

Any committee, club, association, or other
group of persons which receives contributions
or makes expenditures during a calendar
year in an aggregate amount exceeding
$1,000.

What bothers me is that if we put a
$1,000 restriction in the language on
page 54, does this mean that the Sena-
tor, as a candidate, has got to be per-
sonally involved in every contract or
agreement that is made in his behalf over
and above $1,000—that you cannot have
an agent do it for you or you cannot have
any person authorized or requested by
the candidate to do it for you? For in-
stance, if a radio contract is going to be
made, if a television program is going
to be negotiated, or if a contract for a
billboard is going to be negotiated, that
means that you as a candidate have tc
do it personally and no one can do it for
you.

Mr. PASTORE. You corrected page 55.
That is the reason why I did not do it.
Subsection (f) is what you are talking
about. Do you see the point I am making?
The point I am making is that the com-
mittee has to be more or less certified
by the candidate himself.

Mr. COOK. That is right.

Mr. PASTORE. Now we have the situa-
tion here where, under your definition,
you are saying that when anyone acts on
behalf of the candidate, he has to be his
agent or he has to be authorized. There-
fore, any group of people can come in
and endorse you without coming to you
to be authorized and can spend all kinds
of money—labor unions, chambers of
commerce, and so forth. So what will you
have here? A mockery.

After all, if you want to limit a certain
amount, and we have got it down fo
$3,000, for contributions on the part of
any individual; and now here we are con-
stituting a ceiling on expenditures, but
at the same time we are saying that if a
group acts independently of the candi-
date, there is no ceiling. You can see how
that can constitute a loophole and then
that group can raise any kind of money
it wants.

After all, when they are spending over
$1,000, they are doing it for the benefit
of the candidate. I am not saying that
when you spend over $1,000 you have got
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to keep your mouth shut. I am not saying
that, or impinging on the right of free
speech. All I am saying is that when you
spend $1,000 on behalf of any one can-
didate, you are doing it for his benefit.
That is all I am saying.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I think I
have the floor. May I say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island
that is exactly what the bill says. It says
that if you are a committee, a club, an
association, or other group of persons,
you constitute a political committee for
that candidate and you must qualify and
whatever they spend counts against your
percentage that you are entitled to spend
under the 15 cents and the 10 cents——

Mr. PASTORE. You are not saying
that at all. Look on page 55—page 5¢——

Mr. COOK. Read page 13 starting on
line 6——

Mr. PASTORE. Your page 13 applies
to title 3. Look on page 53.

Mr. COOK. I see where you want to
make the change.

Mr. PASTORE. “For purposes of this
subsection, an expenditure——

Mr. COOK. Expenditure, right.

Mr. PASTORE. “Shall be held and con-
sidered to have been made on behalf of
a candidate if it was made by an agent
of the candidate or any persons author-
ized.” So if he is not an agent or not
authorized.

Mr. COOK. The point I am making is
that if they spend money for the candi-
date, they qualify as a committee that
has to file and be included in the expen-
ditures that the candidate is entitled to
spend, and no more.

Mr. PASTORE. Therefore, my amend-
ment would make what you are saying
even tighter.

Mr. COOK. Not at all,

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Kentucky yield me
some time?

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Rhode Island yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. INOUYE. How would the Sena-
tor's amendment apply to a situation
which is rather commonplace during
election time—that is, let us say Local 10
of the United Auto Workers endorses so
and so for mayor, so and so for city coun-
cilman, so and so for treasurer, so and so
for the U.S. Senate, and so and so for
Congress?

Mr, PASTORE. That is all right. I do
not see where that is any expenditure of
money. It would not stop anyone from
making a political speech.

Mr. INOUYE. They put in a full-page
$2,000 advertisement for that purpose.

Mr. PASTORE. Well, if they do that
and it costs $2,000, then, according to my
amendment, the candidate becomes re-
sponsible for that $2,000 share because
it was done on his behalf.

Mr. INOUYE. What share would that
be?

Mr. PASTORE. Of course you would
have that problem anyway under the
bill. If the State committee puts you on
the same billboard with the Governor or
the Lieutenant Governor, then you have
to pro rate it, as the bill now reads. All
I am pointing out is that this constitutes
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a loophole, and it is a loophole that
should be closed.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island about a different situation,
a situation that occurred in my election
that I had no knowledge about until after
it had taken place.

A group of young people got together
and obfained the right to use a theater.
They leased the right to use a full length
film. They collected the money for it at
the door and they netted out. That was
a group of young students, I believe, at
the university. They leased the right to
use the film. They wanted to have a rally.
I know that they did have a rally. They
had the rally and charged at the door
and I think they netted out. I did not
spend that money, but they believed they
were doing it on my behalf. I did not
know about it until it was all over. Sup-
pose they spent over a thousand dollars,
I would have to include that in my report
that would account for the money I spent,
is that what the Senator is saying?

_Mr. PASTORE. That is right. That is
right. I would go a step further. Let us
assume that it was not a group of stu-
dents. Let us assume that it was a group
of businessmen who raised one million
dollars to do what you are talking about,
Would you consider that fair? There is
your loophole. You are talking about a
group of students——

Mr. STEVENS. The bill presently says
that no one can act for me without my
consent. I agree with the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. HrRuska) that these peo-
ple have a right to associate with one
another. They have the right to rent a
theater if they want to, which is what
these young people did. For all I know,
they might have been handing out ice
cream in Point Barrow on my behalf. T
did not do it. I think, somehow or other,
you have got to get the idea of respon-
sibility in here. I have gone through more
elections in the past 10 years than anyone
on this floor, and you had better believe
it, Mr. President, I have had situations
develop that we never realized in a State
the size of mine.

Now the Senator is saying that I am
going to have to be responsible for anyone
who spends a thousand dollars whether
I know it or not. Suppose there is some-
one that I get to organize the finances for
my campaign, does that mean that the
QPA who will run my finances will go to
Jail because someone spends money which
was not reported because I did not know
about it? How would I know about it,
when they are spending $1,000, say, in
Kodiak, Ketchikan, and other cities in
Alaska, which are as far apart as New
York is from Los Angeles or New Orleans
is from Detroit——

Mr. PASTORE. You do not mean to
tell me that anyone will go out and raise
a half million dollars——

Mr. STEVENS. You are talking about
$1,000. I never had half a million dollars
to run with in my life. But I know that
if anyone raises $1,000 for my campaign
on behalf of any candidate—me or some-
one else—and we did not know about it,
the Senator is saying that I am going
to be responsible for it. That is not right.
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I know who is raising this, it is Common
Cause, as being a loophole. It is not a
loophole, If you look at the bill as it
stands now, they are responsible and
they must file a report of expenditures if
they spend more than $1,000.

Mr. COOK. May I say, read page 53,
where it says:

Expenditures made by or on behalf of any
candidate shall, for the purposes of this sec-
tion, be deemed to have been made by such
candidate.

Which means that under the terms of
the bill, if those expenditures are made,
they count under your percentage.

Mr. STEVENS. So that if they are
made on my behalf——

Mr. PASTORE. That is just the point—
that is just the point——

Mr. STEVENS. Well, let me say to the
Senator——

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, who has
the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fan-
NIN). The Senator from Rhode Island
has the floor.

Mr. PASTORE. I thank the Chair. I
have the floor.

All I am saying to the Members is that
this is a loophole. If you want that loop-~
hole in the law, that is for you to decide.
But all I am saying is that you can drive
a truck through this one. All this will
do will be to make a mockery out of the
ceiling, because if any group can get to-
gether and as long as the candidate does
not certify or authorize them, they can
spend any amount of money. The sky
will be the limit. So what have you done
to that law? You have made it a mockery.

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, if the
distinguished Senator will yield for a
moment, what happens if some group
that I do not want to be associated with
spends money on my behalf, under the
Senator’s amendment?

Mr. PASTORE. They are fools. Anyone
that wants to spend money on behalf of a
candidate they know does not want to
be associated with him, would have to
have his head examined.

Mr. HASKELL. That may be. That is
the point. Someone may wish to spend
money on my behalf and I do not want
to be associated with them. Under the
Senator’s amendment, that would count
against my campaign, would it not?

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, if the Sena-
tor will yield briefly, the Senator has
raised the argument about impinging
on free speech which can be very easily
answered. The most compelling one is
that the last person in the world that
would raise that question would be the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Island
because if we impinge on free speech,
I do not know what we would do in the
Senate without the Senator being able
to make these speeches.

Mr. PASTORE, Well now, I do not talk
too offen. I may speak up so that I can
be heard in this Chamber, All I am say-
ing here is that the Constitution has
nothing to do with this. I am not trying
to shut anyone up. All I am saying is
that when a group begins to spend more
than a thousand dollars for anyone, they
are acting for him, and it ought to be
part of the amount that is expended on
his behalf. That is all I am saying.
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Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr, MAGNUSON. Suppose 10 profes-
sors at Brown want to do something for
PasToRE for the Senate. This amendment
would say that they could not raise more
than a thousand dollars.

Mr. PASTORE. No, it would not say
that at all. They could come to me and
say, “We want to help you out.,” If they
did not come to me and I did not au-
thorize them, if they got more than a
thousand dollars, it would have to be-
come part of my ceiling.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Suppose these 10
professors divided themselves into five
committees. They would raise $5,000 for
you.

Mr. PASTORE. That is right. I am
not denying that.

Mr. MAGNUSON. A committee of two,
a committee of one—but they all were
acting in concert, and they wanted to
raise $5,000 for you.

Mr. PASTORE. That is right.

When this bill was reported by the
Committee on Commerce, we took care
of this. We made it $100. In the amend-
ment I am proposing now, we are making
it $1,000. We were aware of the argument
about the Constitution. We debated this
matter before the committee and we all
agreed on it. When it got to the Rules
Committee, they changed it.

Mr. STEVENS. That is not correct. I
have been on the committee and was in-
volved in the considerations, and I was
on both committees through the time
the last campaign bill that was passed;
and it was never said that I am re-
sponsible for anybody who spends money.

With the limitations of $175,000 in my
State, all my opponent would have to do
would be to come in and spend $175,000
and I could not spend a dime, because
the Senator says I am responsible for
anybody who spends more than $1,000
in my State. A fat cat could come into
Anchorage and spend $175,000, and I
would be through.

It is not right that we ever discussed
that type of amendment the way the
Senator interprets it right now. We had
a limitation—but it still had to be on
my behalf—authorized by me.

Mr. PASTORE. I ask the Senator to
look at page 10 of the bill. We wrote it in
there, and it was voted on by the com-
mittee. It is plainly in there.

Any time anybody begins to spend
more than a thousand dollars to help you
out, do not tell me that he is not helping
you and that he is acting under the pro-
vision of free speech in the Constitution.
All that is being done is subverting the
law.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator keeps say-
ing “to help me out.” What about the
Senator from Colorado’s question? Is it
on my behalf “to help me out” if some-
one spends more than $1,000 and I do
not want his support?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. COOK. I yield myself 5 minutes,
and I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the thing
that troubles me about this argument is
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its legal side. It is as fundamental a
postulate in the law as any I know that
without control, you have no authority.

The difficulty here is that you could
not enjoin, because of the first amend-
ment, whatever group there was that
you did not authorize from propagating
those views. If you cannot enjoin them
because of the first amendment, and it is
certainly true as to that, you cannot con-
trol their expenditure, but you are bound
by it. This is an anomaly in the law
which cannot be surmounted.

The Senator from Rhode Island, who
is quite sincere about this matter, argues
that this is a loophole. There are many
loopholes, even if this is done. The idea
that money is not going to be raised
illegally or passed under the table or
handed from A to B to C justifies the
laws of humanity. There are going to be
loopholes in this matter no matter what
we do.

I cannot see how, in a statute such as
this, which involves such stringent penal-
ties—and Senators had better look at
how profound the penalties are—for
example, section (h) on page 55 reads, in
part:

If any candidate is convicted of violating
the provisions of this sectlon because of any
expenditure made on his behalf (as deter-
mined under subsection (c¢) (3)) by a politi-
cal committee, the treasurer of that commit-
tee, or any other person authorizing such
expenditure, shall be punishable by a fine
of not to exceed $25,000, imprisonment for
not to exceed five years;

Senators should try to get a treasurer
if we legislate what we are being asked
to legislate by this amendment.

I appreciate the sincerity and the de-
sire to close loopholes. But to close loop-
holes where you are saddled with re-
sponsibility in an area in which you have
no authority and cannot assert any, to
enjoin anybody who may aet in your
interest, is really going far beyond any-
thing we have a right to do, even with
the greatest good will and good faith in
endeavoring to close loopholes and cor-
rect bad campaign practices.

I shall vote against the amendment,
and I hope the managers of the bill will
have a rollcall vote.

Mr. COOK. I thank the Senator.

I yield to the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. 1 wonder whether the
Senator from Rhode Island would an-
swer a question.

Mr. PASTORE, I will.

Mr. ROTH. I wonder whether part of
the criticism of the Senator’s proposal
would not be taken care of—I realize it
is a constitutional question, but putting
that question aside—if he would be will-
ing to accept an amendment to provide
that if you were going to spend more
than $1,000, you would have to receive
the permission of the candidate.

Mr., PASTORE. That would clarify it.
It would make it much stronger. It
would actually answer some of the ques-
tions that have been raised. I think if
vou spend a thousand dollars on behalf
of anyone, you ought to get his permis-
sion.

Mr. JAVITS. That is fine.

Mr. COOK. That is fine,

May I say that what we are really do-
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ing here is giving a very definitive sum
of money that the candidate can spend.
Over that sum of money, he is in viola-
tion of this act, and there are serious
criminal penalties in it.

If we move outside the realm of the
candidate’s responsibility, then what we
are really talking about is not so much
that he might spend $175,000 and leave
you without anything, but that he might
intentionally spend $5,000 or $6,000 to
put you over your limit, under this bill,
so that you would be subject to the
severe criminal penalties and civil pen-
alties under this act.

Mr. PASTORE. Could we not cure that
by amending page 55 of the bill, section
(f), by changing the $100 to $1,000?

Mr. COOK. Yes.

Mr. PASTORE. Section
read:

(f) No person shall make any charge for
services or products knowingly furnished to,
or for the benefit of, any candidate in con-
nection with his campaign for nomination
for election, or election, in an amount in
excess of $1,000 unless the candidate (or a
person specifically authorized by the candi-
date In writing to do so) certifies in writing
to the person making the charge that the
payment of that charge will not exceed the
expenditure limitations set forth in this
section.

That would take care of it.

Mr. COOK. I am not quite sure it
would.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, while
the Senator from Kentucky is looking
at that, will he yield to me?

Mr. COOK. I yield.

Mr. MATHIAS. I am in sympathy with
what the Senator from Rhode Island is
trying to do, but I should like to raise
with him a philosophical question.

Are we not discouraging the very kind
of political activity that ought to be en-
couraged in the country? By making it
difficult for little local groups to organize
themselves, on their own initiative, to get
excited about reelecting PasTore or Cook
to the Senate, are we not limiting them
in their activities, discouraging the
grassroots participation which is exactly
what ought to be encouraged?

It seems to me that it not only raises
the constitutional question which the
Senator from Nebraska mentioned, but
also, it is going against the tide of local
participation.

I am not rising in opposition to the
proposition that the Senator from Rhode
Island has brought up, but I think he
should consider that he may be discour-
aging rather than encouraging the best
kind of political activity.

Mr. PASTORE. That is true. I do not
want to do anything to discourage it.
That would not stop anybody from talk-
ing in the Senator’s behalf.

What I am trying to avoid is some
clandestine group, clandestine in the
sense that they have an ax to grind one
way or another, but they are in favor of
A as against B. This is all right if they
happen to be on the Senator’s side.

Let us assume that a group that is
antagonistic to the Senator begins to
support his opponent.

The opponent could spend only =z
dollars and the Senator could spend only
 dollars. But there is a well-organized

(f) would
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group that does not go to the opponent
or get authorization from him, and they
spend all kinds of money and they jus-
tify it because they are not your oppo-
nent and the opponent agrees, so what
they are doing is they are doubling up
the money they can spend under the
law. It all depends on whose ox is being
gored. They could do this to you now.

Mr. President, I want to say this. I
think we are in accord that if we write
in that beyond $1,000 you have to get
permission of the candidate, it is only a
matter of drafting the legislation. For
the time being, I am willing to withdraw
the amendment and undertake to rewrite
it,

Mr. MATHIAS. But under the bill they
have to file a report and their activities
are in the open.

Mr. PASTORE. But they are spend-
ing twice the amount of money that you
are authorized to spend. That is the
point.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I hope the
Senator withdraws his amendment and
redrafts it, but in his efforts I wish he
would remember that the real problems
we have with the first amendment, and
the problem we debated at length in
committee was another loophole they are
going to get in the bill. I refer to the
organization that decides they are not
going to campaign for an individual, but
against an individual. They have a cam-
paign saying, “Do not vote for so-and-
so. We do not care what you do in this
election, but do not vote for X.”

That could not be attributed to the
other candidate.

Mr. PASTORE. If they say, “Do not
vote for MarLow CooOK,” they are saying
to vote for the Senator’s opponent.

Mr. COOK. That is not what the court
is going to say.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. COOK. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. In this regard I can think
of two or three organizations that if they
went to North Dakota and spent $10,000
to defeat me, they would assure my re-
election. Could they do this?

Mr. COOK. This is what we are talking
about. I am afraid if we put in a few
more amendments here nobody is going
to win next year without going to jail.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I with-
draw the amendment temporarily. I in-
tend to bring it up later.

The PRESIDING OFFICER: The
amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Kentucky has spoken my
sentiments. I know we are loading up the
bill, but the bill we brought from the
Committee on Commerce was a good bill.
When it went to the Committee on Rules
and Administration this loophole was
created. I consider it a loophole and I am
trying to rectify it. What this body does
is no skin off my nose. I am not trying
to burden the bill. I admit we have done
so much to the bill that it does not have
a chance to pass.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I wish to
correct the record. When we talk about
what shape the bill was in when it came
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from the Committee on Commerce, on
page 12 of the report will be found the
recommendations made to the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration. I wish
that Senators would look at them so we
could see the recommendations made by
the Committee on Commerce and note
some of the proposals the committee re-
solved before sending it to the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration.

Mr. PASTORE. That may be, but the
part they had jurisdiction over touched
on what our committee had jurisdiction
over, but we never touched what they
had jurisdiction over.

AMENDMENT NO. 434

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 434.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the amendment as follows:

On page 48, lines 5 and 7, strike the figure
*2,600,000" and insert in lieu thereof *'5,000,~
000",

Mr. JAVITS, Mr. President, the pur-
pose of the amendment is to give an au-
thorization to the Federal Elections
Commission of $5 million instead of $2.5
million.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. The Senator may
proceed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the pur-
pose is to give sauthorization to the
Commission of $5 million instead of $2.5
million. The authorization will be sub-
ject to an appropriation. The reason
for it is that we have imposed extensive
powers on the Commission. When we
realize that the special prosecutor in the
Watergate case has asked for $2.8 mil-
lion to look into one election and the
General Accounting Office figures that it
cost $1.5 million to administer the old
law, it seems to me we should show that
we mean what we say by giving the Com-
mission adequate funding, although it is
subject to appropriation, to do the job
of supervision and adjudication we ex-
pect it to do.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, for those
reasons, I think the figure is too small,
considering what we have placed on the
back of the Commission. The figure
should be doubled, by way of authoriza-
tion. My staff has discussed this problem
with Phillip Hughes, the Director of the
Office of Federal Elections about this
problem. Mr. Hughes believes that in
view of the burdens on the Commission
because of the total expenditure limita-
tions, taking over the recordkeeping
functions of the Secretary of the Senate
and the Clerk of the House and the ad-
ditional burdens of investigative and
prosecution in the elections area, the
figure of $5,000,000 is not unreasonable.
I agree completely with this and hope
my amendment will be adopted.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I have no
objection to the amendment.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I have
discussed the amendment with the Sena-
tor from New York. I am ready to accept
it.
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Mr. JAVITS. I yield back my time.
Mr. CANNON. I yield back my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment.
The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 442

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 442 and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment, as follows:

On page 46, line 9, add the following new
paragraph (b) to section 11,

(b) Bection 313 is amended by adding the
following new subsection:

“{c) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Commission in each fiscal
year the sum of $500,000, to be made avall-
able in such amounts as the Commission
deems appropriate to the States for the pur-
pose of assisting them in complying with
their duties as set forth in this section.”

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, this
amendment also refers to a similar prob-
lem. It proposes an authorization of
$500,000 to the Commission to take care
of the costs of States in handling their
recordkeeping functions under existing
law. There is a good deal of recordkeep-
ing by the States. Many States have tight
budgets with respect to paperwork. We
are causing an enormous number of re-
ports to be filed. I understand the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration con-
sidered $100,000 and decided it was de
minimis and did not bother with it.
Therefore, after consulting with the Sen-
ator from Kentucky and the Senator

from Nevada I came up with a figure of
$500,000 to be authorized. I might also
add that this was discussed with Phillip
Hughes and he felt that $500,000 was not
an unreasonable sum for this purpose.
Of course, the Committee on Appro-

priations will determine the exact
amount needed, but we should have some
type of authorization. I should add that
Federal money would help get greater
cooperation between the States and the
Commission and would most likely lead
States to follow Federal procedures more
closely than they do now.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I accept the
amendment. I yield back my time.

Mr, JAVITS. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the distin-
guished majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of Senators the leader-
ship would like to know if there are any
Senators who will be offering amend-
ments this afternoon who will be asking
for yea and nay votes.

Mr. PASTORE. I thought I would write
out our amendment and have a vote on
it this afternoon.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. HANSEN. I have no amendments
to propose but I would like to suggest
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that I may very well feel constrained to
ask for the yeas and nays on amend-
ments that may be presented. I want to
serve notice that I would not want to
forgo my right to do that.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, that is all right.
I am trying to find out for the informa-
tion of the Senate if any Senators expect
to offer amendments this afternoon who
expect to ask for the yeas and nays.

As of now we have the Bellmon amend-
ment which will be offered and on which
the yeas and nays will be asked.

I thank the Senator from New York for
yielding.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up
an unprinted amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr, JAVITS., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, after a
Federal election the bill now provides
that the report as to what happens should
be filed by January 31. The amendment
I have sent to the desk asks that it be
filed by December 15. The reason is two-
fold. First, it is just as feasible to file it
by December 15, in view of the fact it is
still within the period in which the rec-
ords for the campaign have to be kept to-
gether. Second, in a Federal election the
person would take office on January 1.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
wishes to advise the Senator that the sec-
tion to which the Senator is referring
has been amended. Therefore, the
amendment is not in order.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I modify
my amendment.

Mr. President, I modify my amend-
ment by asking that the numeral (3) be
stricken out and that the amendment
constitute a new section and that the
subsequent sections be renumbered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator signify exactly where?

Mr. JAVITS. On page 19, between lines
4 and 5.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is in order.

The modified amendment reads as
follows:

On page 19, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

“(1) striking out ‘March, June, and
September in each year, and on the fifteenth
and fifth days next preceding the date on
which an election is held, and also by the
thirty-first day of January' in the second
sentence of subsection (a) and inserting in
lleu thereof: ‘April, July, and October, in
each year, and on the tenth day next pre-
ceding the date on which an election is held,
and also on the fifteenth day of December
only after an election s held, and by the
thirty-first day of January.'"

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, as I say, it
isnot an amendment I would push if the
managers did not want it, but it seems to
me to be logical to anticipate the period
and make it a little closer to the time
when the election records, et cetera, are
still available, and also precede the time
the candidate who has been successful
takes office. It would highlight contri-
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butions made after the 10th day before
an election and also after the election
itself. The public would get a better idea
of what happens after an election with-
out waiting until January 31 of the next
year.

Mr., CANNON. Mr. President, I would
hope the Senator would not press his
amendment. This puts in an additional
reporting time, I think we have covered
quite well the reporting requirements. If
he were going to insist on this amend-
ment, I would think he would take out
the “3lst day of April.”

Mr, JAVITS. We should.

Mr. President, I thought the Senator
was going to accept the amendment. I
withdraw the amendment and we will try
to work it out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

The bill is open to further amendment.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr, President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask that
it be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 36, beginning with line 3, strike
out through line 8 on page 37, and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

“(3) If the person against whom a eivil
penalty is assessed fails to pay the penalty,
the Commission shall flle a petition for en-
forcement of its order assessing the penalty
in any appropriate district court of the
Unlted States. The petition shall designate
the person against whom the order is sought
to be enforced as the respondent. A copy of
the petition shall forthwith be sent by regis-
tered or certified malil to the respondent and
his attorney of record, and thereupon the
Commission shall certify and file in such
court the record upon which such order
sought to be enforced was issued. The court
shall have jurisdiction to enter a judgment
enforcing, modifying, and enforcing as so
modified, or setting aside in whole or in part
the order and decision of the Commission or
it may remand the proceedings to the Com-
mission for such further action as it may
direct. The court may consider and deter-
mine de novo all relevant issues of law but
the Commission’s findings of fact shall be-
come final thirty days after issuance of .its
decision order incorporating such findings of
fact and shall not thereafter be subject to
judicial review.

“(f) Upon application made by any indi-
vidual holding Federal office, any candidate,
or any political committee, the Commission,
through its General Counsel, shall provide
within a reasonable period of time an ad-
visory opinion, with respect to any specific
transaction or activity inquired of, as to
whether such transaction or activity would
constitute a violation of any provision of
this title or of any provision of title 18 over
which the Commission has primary jurisdic-
tion under subsection (d). Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, no candidate or
political committee shall be held or con-
sidered to have violated any such provision
by the commission or omission of any act
with respect to which an advisory opinion
has been issued to that candidate or political
committee under this subsection.

“CENTRAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES

“Sec. 310. (a) Each candidate shall desig-
nate one political committee as his central
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campaign committee. A candidate for nomi-
nation for election, or for election, to the of-
fice of President, may also designate one
political committee in each State in which
he is a candidate as his State campaign com-
mittee for that State. The designation shall
be made in writing, and a copy of the desig-
nation, together with such information as
the Commission may require, shall be fur-
nished to the Commission upon the desig-
nation of any such committee.”

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr, President, I was
very happy when my distinguished col-
league from Oklahoma (Mr. BARTLETT)
introduced and had adopted amend-
ment No. 427, which provides for advi-
sory opinions by the general counsel of
the Commission. However, as I read the
amendment, there appear to be circum-
stances under which an incumbent Fed-
eral officer might not be deemed to be a
candidate and thus not entitled to an
opinion from the Commission. All my
amendment does is make it clear that an
incumbent Federal officer is entitled to
advisory opinions from the Commission.

Legislative counsel has advised us that
we had to repeat all of the language of
the other amendments; hence the exten-
sive words in the amendment. However,
the only change is to allow for advisory
opinions to incumbent officers and also
to make it clear that this provision for
advisory opinions applies to the amend-
ment introduced by the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. RoBerT
C. Byrp) in his amendment No. 423.

It is very, very important to those of
us who have not been in Federal elec-
tions lately to get advisory opinions on
what one can do and what one cannot
do. In our particular campaign, innum-
erable questions came up relative to
what the law applies to and what it does
not apply to. Indeed, we have those ques-
tions right now, and advisory opinions
for incumbent Congressmen are very im-
portant. That is all this amendment does.
I hope it will be accepted.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, do I un-
derstand this amendment further mod-
ifies the amendment we approved with
respect to advisory opinions, but makes
a clarifying point that it applies to office-
holders as well as candidates?

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes.

Mr. CANNON. If the candidate were
an officeholder, would not that be cov-
ered?

Mr. JOHNSTON. I am advised there
are circumstances when he would not.
In my own case, I have some question
with respect to what can or cannot be
done with respect to our obligation to re-
port what we expended in our last cam-
paign. We would like advisory opinions.
One is not a candidate until he is so de-
clared to be a candidate. One wants ad-
visory opinions prior to being declared a
candidate.

Mr, CANNON. Mr. President, if that
is the purpose of the amendment, I sup-
port the amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I think I heard the able Senator from
Louisiana refer to the amendment which
was adopted yesterday and which was
authored by me. Would he state again
in what respect his amendment would
touch that amendment?
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Mr. JOHNSTON. It would simply make
it clear that one could get advisory opin-
ions on every aspect of the bill. The Sen-
ator'’s amendment made it a crime to
use campaign funds for one’s own pur-
poses. Where is the dividing line, for ex-
ample, between using campaign funds
for one’s own hotel room when he is on
the campaign trail, or for his own food
when he is on the campaign trail? When
these actions are made a crime, we ought
to be able to get advisory opinions as to
whether expending campaign funds for
this kind of spending was for personal
expenses or campaign expenses.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator
is making it possible to secure advisory
opinions as to what constitutes lawful
expenditures in connection with my
amendment. Is that what his amend-
ment does?

Mr. JOHNSTON. That is correct.

Mr. President, I yield back my time on
the amendment.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield
back my time.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment having been yielded
back, the question is agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Mr. JounstoN). The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
ALLEN), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EasTLanp), the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. FuLericHT), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GraveL), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. HumMPHREY), the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HucHES), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGegE),
and the Senator from Utah (Mr., Moss)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) is
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STennNis) is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HuMpPHREY) would vote “yea.”

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an-
nounce that the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. CorTon) is absent be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is absent because of illness in his
family.

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
Brooke) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock), the Senator from New York (Mr.
BuckLEY), the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. Curtis), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. DomEenicr), the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. Dominick), the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GriFFin), the
Senator for Kansas (Mr. PEARsON), and
the Senators from Ohio (Mr. Saxse and
Mr. TarT) are necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. Brooxe) and
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the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS)
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 77,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 350 Leg.]
YEAS—T7

Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Haskell
Hatfield
Hathaway
Helms
Hollings
Hruska,
Burdick Huddleston
Byrd, Inouye
Harry F., Jr. Jackson
Byrd, Robert C, Javits
Cannon Johnston
Case Kennedy
Chiles Long
Church Magnuson
Clark Mansfield
Cook Mathias
Cranston McClellan
Dole MeClure
Eagleton McGovern
Ervin McIntyre
Fannin Metcalf
Fong Mondale
Gurney Montoya
NAYS—0
NOT VOTING—23

Domenicl Humphrey
Dominick McGee
Eastland Moss
Fulbright Pearson
Goldwater Saxbe
Gravel Stennis
Cotton Griffin Taft
Curtis Hughes

So the Johnston amendment was
agreed to.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
in order that Senators may be informed
as to what the schedule will be for the
rest of the day, I ask unanimous consent
that following the disposition of the
Bellmon amendment—on which there
will be a roll call vote—the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. BayH) be recognized to call
up an amendment. It is my understand-
ing that he will withdraw that amend-
ment. I ask unanimous consent further
that following the disposition of the Bayh
amendment, the Senate return to the
consideration of routine morning busi-
ness for the rest of the afternoon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I am constrained to
remark that it is rather remarkable that
we have to change all of our plans to
come in on Saturday and by 3 o'clock
in the afternoon we are all done.

There will be an imposition upon the
people who had other plans for Mon-
day. They may be affected just as others
of us have been who have had to change
our plans in order to be here today.

I wanted the Senate to understand and
the assistant majority leader to under-
stand the motivation of those of us who
are a little less than happy with the
schedule.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
this Senator understands how these
things happen. And he appreciates the
courtesy and cooperation of all Senators
as they work with the joint leadership
to keep things on the track.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that on the Bellmon amendment

Alken
Baker
Bartlett
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Blden

Muskie
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pell

Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Schweiker
Scott, Pa.
Scott, Va.
Sparkman
Stafford
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Weicker
Williams
Young

Abourezk
Allen
Bentsen
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
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the time be limited to 10 minutes, to be
divided in accordance with the usual
form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 301,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk proceeded to state
the amendment.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, BELLmon's amendment (No. 301)
is as follows:

At the end of the bill insert the following
new sectlon:

“Sec. . (a) Chapter 29 of title 18, United
Btates Code, 18 amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

“*¢£ 614, Early disclosure of elections results
in Presidential election years

“*"Whoever makes public any information
with respect to the number of votes cast for
any candidate for election to the office of
Presidential and Vice-Presidential elector in
the general election held for the appointment
of Presidential electors, prior to midnight,
eastern standard time, on the first Tuesday
in November on which such election is held
ghall be fined not more than #5,000, im-
prisoned for not more than one year, or both.’

“(b) Section 591 of title 18, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘and 611’
and inserting in lleu thereof ‘611, and 614'.

“(¢) The table of sections for chapter 29
of title 18, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new item:

“g14. Early disclosure of election results in
Presidential election years.".”

On page 5, line 19, strike “Sec. 5.” and in-

sert in lieu thereof “Sec. 6.".

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, if I may
have the attention of the Senate, I can
be through with this in a matter of about
30 seconds. All the amendment does is
make it unlawful for the outcome of the
Presidential election races to be dis-
closed before the hour of midnight, east-
ern standard time.

The purpose is to make it possible for
voters in Western sections of the country
to cast their votes without being inhib-
ited by the outcome of the election in
States farther east. I have discussed this
proposal before, and I shall not take the
time to discuss it further now.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order? The Senator has
shortened the time on his amendment
considerably, and he is entitled to be
heard.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, the ob-
jective of this amendment is easily
understood. Quite simply it would make
it unlawful for local election officials to
publicly disclose the election returns for
President and Vice President prior to
midnight, eastern standard time. In so
doing, this amendment would prevent
the public disclosure of Presidential elec-
tion returns in the Eastern and Central
States while polls are open and citizens
are still voting in Western States.

The net effect of this proposal will be
to prevent the public disclosure of Presi-
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dential election returns until midnight,
eastern standard time, 11 p.m., central
standard time, 10 p.m., mountain stand-
ard time, 9 p.m., Pacific standard time,
8 pm. Yukon time, 7 p.m., Alaska-
Hawaii time, and 6 p.m., Bering time. At
these particular times, polls throughout
the United States would be closed.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
showing the voting hours of the 50 States,
as well as the hour of public disclosure
under the terms of my amendment be
inserted in the REcorp at this point.

Mr. President, this amendment would
prevent the nationwide publicizing of
election results and predictions based on
actual returns tabulated in the Eastern
States until after 9 p.m., Pacific stand-
ard time, or 1 hour after the polls have
closed in California. Because polls in
Hawail close at 6 p.m., local time, those
polls will have been closed for an hour.
Delayed broadcasting in Alaska would
avoid serious problems in Alaska where
one-half the voters would still have 1
hour to vote. This amendment, in my
view, represents a simple, direct ap-
proach to the correction of an election
abuse whose time for solution is long
overdue.

One thing should be made absolutely
clear—voting hours would still be reg-
ulated by the States and only the hour
of public disclosure by local election offi-
cials of Presidential results would be af-
fected. The counting of votes in all races,
including the Presidential contest, could
begin when the polls close and only the
public announcement of the Presidential
results would be delayed until the appro-
priate hour of disclosure.

Before acting upon this proposal, the
following important questions must be
answered: What is the objective of this
legislative proposal? Does Congress have
the power to legislate in this area and
does this proposal represent the best pos-
sible approach to the problem?

By enacting this amendment, the Sen-
ate will finally rectify an election abuse
which occurs every Presidential election
year, the publicizing of Presidential elec-
tion results in Eastern areas before polls
close in our Western States. Because of
the differences in voting hours and time
zones in various parts of the country, the
polls in the east coast States close far
earlier than do those in other parts of
the country. This variance in publicizing
Presidential election returns works a
detriment to the free election process,
because of the possible influences which
come from broadcasting outcomes or pre-
diction of Presidential election results
in States long before the polls have closed
and before citizens in those States have
completed voting.

In every Presidential election year
since 1960 citizens have been alarmed,
because of the likelihood that the present
practice of publicizing and predicting
election returns influences the way many
votes are cast and discourages others
from voting because of the belief that
the outcome of the election has al-
ready been decided.

Few would contend that the publicizing
of election returns while citizens are
voting has anything but an undesirable
impact. Most States have enacted laws
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long ago to prevent disclosure of State
or local election returns before all polls
in the jurisdiction have closed.

Let us ask the question: “What would
be your reaction to a western voter if
you were to learn that the Eastern States
had given an apparent majority of the
electoral votes to a certain candidate?
Would you continue on your way to vote
or would you think that your vote had
become meaningless and insignificant?”

Quite clearly, commonsense mandates
that Congress act to eliminate the pos-
sibility of these questions being raised.

I believe the problem was summarized
quite well by Senator HARTKE in a letter
addressed in 1967 to Senator PASTORE,
chairman of the Subcommittee on Com-
munications of the Senate Commerce
Committee, Senator HARTKE stated:

There is, additionally, the question of
whether listeners and viewers who have yet
to vote are Influenced by actual vote re-
sults elsewhere or by projections of results.
There have been elections recently where the
change of majority In one Western State
could have tipped a Presidential electlon, It
is possible that some votes already cast have
decided the important elections. This, in
turn, may have repercussions in local elec-
tions.

The late President John F. Kennedy won
the 1960 national election by a 112,602 plu-
rality vote. If one voter in each of the 173,000
voting precincts in the United States had
switched his vote from Mr, Kennedy to Rich-
ard M. Nixon, Nixon would have won the
popular vote. . . .

Realistically, had there been a switch of
one vote in Eennedy's favor in each of the
10,400 precincts in Illinols plus a switch of
nine votes In each of the 5,000 precincts in
Texas, Mr. Nixon would have tallied the re-
quired 270 electoral votes and would have
been our President,

A switch of 27 electoral votes by Illinois
and 24 votes by Texas, combined, would have
resulted In a different cholce of candidate
for President of the United States.

I am not disputing the inherent right of
the people to know the facts, and the rights
of stations and networks to tell the facts
along with interpretations . . .

‘What primarily concerns me is protecting
the right of the election process in the great-
est democracy on earth.

I would recommend to you that you sched-
ule hearings of our subcommittee to inguire
into this matter and its attendant problems.

This concludes the quotation from
Senator HARTKE,

In response to this letter, public hear-
ings were held before Senator PASTORE'S
subcommittee which aptly restated the
problem in its final report by saying:

Common sense seems to Indicate that a
man who sits down to dinner just before go-
ing out to vote, switching on the television,
hears that so and so has already been de-
clared the winner, might not engage him-
self in an exercise in futility.

It seems to me that this was a very
practical and commonsense way of look-
ing at the problem, and quite clearly
points out the need for Congress to take
action,

It is in the interest of this Nation
that the greatest number of citizens pos-
sible exercise their right to vote and that
this fundamental right be carried out
independently of and unhampered by
prior knowledge of the outcome of the
election in other States or regions of the
country. 8. 372, dealing with the reform
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of our election process, provides Congress
with the proper vehicle to finally resolve
this longstanding abuse.

Other proposals to solve this prob-
lem have been introduced.

Senator Dominick has introduced an
amendment to S. 372 which would pro-
vide that in all Federal elections polls
would close simultaneously throughout
the Nation at 11 p.m., eastern standard
time. In my view, this alternative pro-
posal presents several very practical
problems in view of the span of time it
would create between the opening and
closing of the various polls throughout
the country.

First, due to a variance in times be-
tween the opening and closing of the
polls, it would create more favorable vot-
ing hours in some States than in others.
Polls would stay open until 11 p.m., east-
ern standard time, but only until 8 p.m.
in the Western States.

Second, it would delay the process of
counting the votes in the Presidential
and all congressional races until after 11
p.n., eastern standard time. People
would be forced to stay up all hours of
the night just to know who their next
Congressman is going to be.

Third, the Federal regulation of “vot-
ing hours” in the States, in my opinion,
represents a Federal infringement of the
States’ prerogative.

Under the terms of my amendment,
only the public disclosure of Presiden-
tial election results would be delayed. Be-
cause the States would still control the
“yoting hours” and since most Eastern
States close their polls by 8 p.m., the tab-
ulation and counting of returns for Presi-
dent could begin and be completed by
midnight, eastern standard time.

In addition, it should be noted that
congressional races are not affected by
the terms of my proposal. Results would
be announced as they become available.
This compares quite favorably with Sen-
ator Dominick’s approach which fore-
closes the possibility of tabulating the
returns in the Presidential race and all
congressional races until after the polls
close at 11 p.m., eastern standard time.
This would have a detrimental impact
not only upon those citizens who are
anxious to know the results, but also
those many thousands of election officials
who have to man and count the returns.

It should be stressed that my amend-
ment represents not a suppression of the
news, but a regulation of Presidential
elections providing for proper returns
and the proper release of information
concerning these returns.

Quite clearly, Congress has the consti-
tutional authority and responsibility to
so act. Article IT, section 1 of the Consti-
tution gives Congress the power to deter-
mine the time of choosing the electors
for President and Vice President. Article
I, section 4 empowers Congress to regu-
late the time, place, and manner for
holding elections for Senators and Rep-
resentatives. The Supreme Court has
indicated that this provision may also be
applicable to Presidential elections.

Although election officials are ap-
pointed by the State, they also serve a
Federal function when sitting in Federal
elections, and are thus properly subject
to Federal regulation. The Supreme
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Court in 1879 so held in Ex Parte Siebold,
100 U.S. 371 (1879) . In Burls and Cannon
v. United States, 290 U.S. 534 (1934) the
Supreme Court in discussing the “scope
of authority” granted to Congress in ar-
ticle ITI, section 1, held that the powers
over Presidential elections are not dele-
gated exclusively to the States, but that
Congress also has the authority and re-
sponsibility in this area and that author-
ity is not limited merely to defermining
the “time of choosing the electors, and
the day on which they shall get their
votes.”

Thus, there appears to be ample con-
stitutional authority to support the pro-
posal that a Federal law be enacted as
I have proposed which would prohibit
election authorities from releasing Pres-
idential election results until a time fixed
by Federal law. Such a law I believe to
be not only Constitutional, but practical
as well.

Mr. President, I wish to refer to a
study issued in 1965 by the Congressional
Reference Service of the Library of Con-
gress regarding the constitutionality of
proposals prohibiting the publicizing of
election returns prior to the polls closing
in all States. This report concludes as
follows:

There appears to be authoritative support
of yet another proposal. Namely, the enact-
ment of a Federal law which would prohibit
election authorities from releasing Federal
election results until a time fixed by a Fed-
eral law. Such a time could be set with
regard to the differences in time zones across
the country. If it were made a Federal crime
for election officials to release this informa-
tion before the time designated, such a law
could be practical and might well be held to
be Constitutional. It should be noted, that
although election officials are appointed by
the State, they also serve a Federal function
when acting in Federal elections and are thus
properly subject to Federal controls,

Mr. President, this study, although not
conclusive in nature, indicates quite
clearly that my proposal is constitu-
tional. Certainly, its enactment would
solve the problem and, in my view, rep-
resents the best approach in achieving
the national objective of maximum voter
participation. It is time for the Senate
to act. I urge adoption of this amend-
ment.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, we debated
this problem on the floor of the Senate
not long ago, in connection with a similar
proposal by the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. DominIck). It was Senator Domi-
NICK’s suggestion that poll opening and
closing hours be staggered across the
country, so that they would all open and
close at the same time.

The thing that bothers me about this
amendment is that we are asking, by
reason of Federal legislative action, that
local election officials impound the ballot
boxes for a period of whatever the hours
may be to conform with a uniform time
of disclosure of the results of the votes.
I wish we could have hearings on this
proposal in the Communications Sub-
committee of the Committee on Com-
merce, because I think it deserves more
debate than 10 minutes to determine how
we are going to have a uniform reporting
system.

We all know the effect of television.
We know that after three-fourths of the
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votes are counted and the results
announced, the people in Alaska are just
going to the polls. Something really
ought to be done about it. But I am con-
cerned about the business of, let us say,
a reporter being at a polling place when
the back of the machine is opened at 6
o’clock in the East, the results are taken
off, and what we are saying in essence is
that this reporter, regardless of the first
amendment of the Constitution, is going
to be in violation of the provisions of
this amendment if he discloses the re-
sults. This really does bother me in rela-
tion to the amendment. I think some-
thing ought to be done, but I think we
ought to have an opportunity to have
hearings, to make a determination of the
best way to do it. :

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, we went
all through this in hearings, and we had
the presidents of the broadcasting com-
panies up before our committee. I am
telling you, when we begin to involve our-
selves in this sort of thing, we are getting
ourselves into a can of worms. This is a
very sensitive subject.

I realize the argument is made some-
times that it would be fairer, because of
the difference in the time range, to wait
until all the results are in before making
any announcement. But the fact remains
that I do not see, under the circum-
stances, how we could ever accomplish it.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

The point is very simple. There is not a
State in the Union that allows the results
of a race to be revealed until all the pools
are closed and all the results can be
revealed at the same time. We do not do
that as far as Presidential races are con-
cerned. I believe the question is whether
we are running the races for the benefit
of the news media or for the people to be
able to hold their elections and cast their
votes in an uninhibited way. Whether we
go to the system the Senator from Colo-
rado proposes or the system I propose
makes very little difference, but it seems
to me that we are on better constitutional
grounds to say to the States, “Go ahead
and hold your elections when you want
to. but as far as revealing the Presidential
election results is concerned, hold those
up until everyone in the country has
had a chance to vote.”

That is all my amendment would do.

Mr, COOK. I yield myself 2 minutes;
I shall use about half a minute and then
yield to the Senator from Washington.

May I say, Mr. President, that in our
State this is not the case. We are abso-
lutely divided in two by the eastern time
zone and the central time zone. We re-
port our election returns as they are
available from the respective counties as
soon as they can get them on the televi-
sion. They are not all held up until they
can be made public at one time. So,
therefore, we have this problem in our
State; but I think we ought to face it
with some good sound judgment, and
give the matter some hearings before at-
tempting to make such a determination.

I yield to the Senator from Washing- .
ton.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, we
had some hearings on this. One of the
practical matters involved is that they




26490

would have to split the ballots. We can-
not tell the State of Vermont, for exam-
ple, when it can count its returns for
Governor or its other officers. So we
would have to have a separate ballot, and
then, even in cases where they have the
separate ballot, it would be pretty hard
to do. I am affected by it more than a
lot of people, but I do not know just how
you would do it. The States are entitled
to set their election policies. When you
take the Federal offices and set them
aside, you are going to have to have two
voting machines, two separate ballots,
and all that sort of thing to do it, and
that is very impracticable.

But we had hearings on it. We should
have hearings .again, and see what we
can do.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. COOK. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have no
quarrel with the proposal of the Senator
from Oklahoma, but I think it would be
very difficult to do what he proposes. The
Senator from Rhode Island and I sat
together on the Communication Sub-
committee.

I think, as far as I am concerned, that
the best solution to it would be to have
a 24-hour vote, and close the polls by
Greenwich mean time at the same hour
all over the country. That would make it
more convenient than by the Senator’s
amendment for more people to vote, and
we would have a higher percentage of the
people participating in the political
process. At some future time I am going
to have this and other suggestions to
make. For now, suffice it to say that a
24-hour vote would have the dual advan-
tages I have just described.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, on the basis
of the colloguy, I oppose the amendment,
gilgl I yield back the remainder of my

e.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I yleld
myself 1 minute. The point has been
raised that the States should set the
hours for holding their elections. I agree.
This amendment does nothing to disturb
the States’ rights to hold their elections
whenever they want to, and the States
have the perfect right to go ahead and
release the results of all the elections
except the Presidential and Vice-Presi-
dential elections.

That is what makes this approach
appeal to me more than the idea that
has been suggested, that we ought to
have, by Federal law, an established time
for elections to be held in all the States
of the country.

This proposal does not disturb or
modify the right of the States to hold
their elections when they want to, and
to release the results whenever they want
to. But this business about holding hear-
ings makes no sense to me. We have
talked about this problem for 20 years,
and I say it is time we did something
about it. Ever since television became a
medium of communication in this coun-
try, we have had this problem. We can
talk until hell freezes over, but I think
it is high time we did something.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I can
understand how the Senator feels. This
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is a problem that has disturbed us all for
a long time.

The argument has been made that be-
cause of the differential of 3 hours be-
tween the East and the West, and be-
cause when they report the results in the
East, that affects the results of the vot-
ing in the West somewhat, a lot of peo-
ple would like to keep the results off of
the presses and the networks, to give
them all a chance to finish voting where
it might have some effect.

But to get back to the principle stated
by the Senator from Oklahoma, the
trouble is, when you open up a voting
machine, there they are, all there, and
in order to give the public the right of
publicity, the news people are there when
the machine is opened. They are going
to look at it and see what the results
are, and they are going to call in to their
newspapers, and the broadcasters will
be there and call in to their networks,
and how are we going to avoid that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr., Fan-
Nin). All time on the amendment has
expired. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. BELnvon) . On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
ALLEN), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BenTSEN), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EasTLAND), the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. FurLsricHT), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. Graver), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. HuMpPHREY), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), and
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NEL-
sSON) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) is
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. Stennis) is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HumpHREY) would vote “nay.”

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an-
nounce that the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. Corron) is absent be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
wATER) 1s absent because of illness in his
family.

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
Brooke) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
BRrock), the Senator from New York (Mr.
BuckLEY), the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. Curtis), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. Domenici), the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. Dominick), the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GrIFrFiN), the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEArsON), and
the Senators from Ohio (Mr. Saxse and
Mr. TarT) are necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. DoMeENICI) would vote
‘IyEa.!i

On this vote, the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. Curtis) is paired with the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
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Brooke). If present and voting, the
Senator from Nebraska would vote “yea,”
and the Senator from Massachusetts
would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 25,
nays 51, as follows:

[No. 351 Leg.]
YEAS—25

Fong
Hansen

Baker
Bartlett
Bellmon Haskell
Burdick Hatfleld
Byrd, Robert C. Hruska
Mansfleld
McClure
McGovern
Metcalf

NAYS—b1 |
Hathaway
Helms
Hollings
Huddleston
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Johnston
Kennedy
Long
Magnuson
Mathias
McClellan
McIntyre
Mondale
Montoya
Muskie
Nunn

NOT VOTING—24

Domeniel Humphrey
Dominick McGee
Eastland Moss
Fulbright Nelson
Goldwater Pearson
Gravel Saxbe
Cotton Griffin Stennis
Curtis Hughes Taft

So Mr. BernMon's amendment (No.
301) was rejected.
AMENDMENT NO. 438

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I call up my
amendment No. 439.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that further reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment is as follows:

Insert the following sectlon at an appro-
priate place:

B8Ec.—. (a) Whenevér the Commission de-
termines that viclations referred to Federal
law enforcement authorities under section
300(d) of this title are not being promptly
and properly investigated and prosecuted,
it 18 authorized to appoint, under section
3109 of title 5, United States Code, one or
more special prosecutors for the purpose of
investigating such violations and present-
ing them to the appropriate Federal grand
jury for consideration.

{b) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 516 of title 28, United States Code, any
individual appointed as a special prosecutor
under subsection (a) may prosecute for any
violation of the provisions of this title in
the district in which the defendant indicted
for such violation may be tried.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, sometime
ago the Senator from Indiana introduced

a Comprehensive Campaign Reform Act
encompassing a wide variety of items,
many of which are covered as well or
perhaps better in the measure which is

Packwood
Percy
Proxmire
Roth
Stevens
Thurmond
Young

Pannin
Alken

Bayh
Beall

Pastore
Pell
Randolph
Ribicoff
Schwelker
Scott, Pa.
Scott, Va.
Sparkman
Stafford
Stevenson
Symington
Talimadge
Tower
Tunney
Weilcker
Willlams

Bennett
Bible
Blden
Byrd,
Harry F., Jr.
Cannon
Chiles
Clark
Cook
Cranston
Eagleton
Ervin
Gurney
Hart
Hartke

Abourezk
Allen
Bentsen
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
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presently before the Senate. Others are
not.

One of the important items contained
in my bill would be to give to the Comp-
troller General the authority to appoint
a special prosecutor in the event the
Justice Department was not proceeding
under the law to enforce the provisions
of the Campaign Act.

I want to salute the committee for in-
cluding fhe initial authority for the en-
forcement of this provision in the hands
of the Commission which is established
by this bill.

There is some room to interpret this
language in two different ways, and I
want to ask the managers of the bill if
they share my interpretation, so that
there is no room for someone to doubt
this in the future.

Under section 516 of title 28, United
States Code, prosecutorial authority is
given to the Justice Department and the
Attorney General. Under the committee
bill, on page 34, subsection (d), at the
bottom of the page, is the following lan-
guage:

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Commission shall be the primary
civil and criminal enforcement agency for
violations of the provisions of this title, and
of sections 602, 608, 610, 611, 612, 613, 614,
615, and 616 of title 18, United States Code.
Any violation of any such provision shall be
prosecuted by the Attorney General or De-
partment of Justice personnel only after con-
sultation with, and with the consent of, the
Commission.

I should like to phrase one hypotheti-
cal question to the Senator from Nevada
or the Senator from Kentucky, or both:
In the event, for one reason or another,
an Attorney General of the United States
refuses to prosecute those who violate
this act, does the language contained in
subsection (d) give the Commission au-
thority to appoint a special prosecutor to
go out and see that this act is enforced,
to bring the culprits before the bar of
justice and to see that they are prose-
cuted?

Mr. CANNON. I say to the Senator
that, in the judgment of the committee,
it does give the Commission that author-
ity, and that was the intention. Not only
would they have the authority to appoint
a special prosecutor and to prosecute the
cases; they would not even have to wait
to determine whether the Attorney Gen-
eral was interested or was not interested
in going ahead.

We deliberately gave the Commission
the primary authority in both criminal
and civil matters and authorized them to
appoint a general counsel, and I am sure
it would be a very competent counsel and
an appropriate staff. We authorized the
Commission to appoint and fix the com-
pensation of such personnel as may he
necessary to fulfill the duties of the Com-
mission in accordance with the act.

So they have full authority to provide
a staff. An amendment was offered by
Senator Javrts today that increased the
authorization money, so that they would
have ample funds available,

We also made it very specific that they
had primary jurisdiction but that they
were entitled to have full cooperation of
the other agencies of Government, but
that a violation of the provisions should
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be prosecuted by the Attorney General
or the Department of Justice only after

consultation with and with the consent.

of the Commission.

Mr. BAYH. I appreciate the Senator
from Nevada’s opinion, as the majority
floor manager of this bill. This will carry
great weight.

I wish to emphasize that I only took
the Senate’s time to discuss this matter
because under title 28, United States
Code, section 5186, prosecutorial author-
ity is otherwise given to the Justice De-
partment We do not refer to that spe-
cifically in this bill. I want to nail it
down so that there will be no question
that not only must the Justice Depart-
ment and the Attorney General consult
with the Commission, but also, if the
Commission feels that the Justice De-
partment is not doing the job, it can
appoint a prosecutorial staff to go out
and do it.

As a matter of fact, in section 309,
page 33, we have the following language:

The Commission shall have the power—

. . . to initiate (through civil proceedings
or injunctive relief and through presenta-
tions to Federal grand juries), prosecute,
defend, or appeal any court action in the
name of the Commission for the purpose of
enforcing the provisions of . . . This title.

Mr. BAYH. I compliment both Sena-
tors for putting this feature in the bill.
We all know, whether it might be as to
one party or another, that we can see
the possible reluctance of bringing be-
fore the bar of justice those whose benef-
icence happened to help the party which
controlled the Department of Justice at
that time.

Mr. CANNON. In our consideration of
the bill, we had considerable discussion
on this point, and we wanted to make it
perfectly clear that the primary juris-
diction was in the Commission, and the
secondary jurisdiction was in the De-
partment of Justice.

Mr. COOEK. Mr. President, we wanted
to make this very clear, because we have
had these problems in many instances.
That is why we placed in the bill spe-
cific language relating to the primary
criminal and civil enforcement agen-
cies, To that extent, it will be noted
that we make that perfectly clear in
section 7, page 33, and in the primary
responsibility on page 34 we make it clear
that the Commission has primary juris-
diction as to a number of sections. The
primary responsibility provision is on
page 34.

We now include the primary civil pro-
vision in sections 602, 608, 610, 611, 612,
613, 614, 615, and 616 of title 18, United
States Code. So we intended to broaden
it. It was our specific intent to do so, and
we feel that we have covered it fully.

Mr. BAYH. I appreciate the courtesy
of the Senators. I just wanted to be
sure that we nailed down the relation-
ship of title 28. We have made the record
very clear.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have dis-
cussed a series of questions about when
a person becomes a candidate, and the
reports required, that are covered un-
der present law and under S. 372. I have
discussed this with the majority staff on
occasion, and I have discussed it also
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with the distinguished Senator from
Nevada (Mr. CANNON).

The series of questions relates to pub-
lic opinion polls and whether or not such
polls trigger reporting and disclosure
requirements.

I am informed that the chairman of
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion has indicated that the answers to the
questions posed are all in the affirmative.
I merely wanted to make certain that
that is the response of the chairman.

Mr. CANNON. If that is the list of
questions, the answer to each is in the
affirmative.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the series of ques-
tions be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the series
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Suppose an individual commisslons public
opinion polls and accepts money to pay for
those polls, and these polls are specifically
designed to gauge his relative standing in a
forthcoming Senate race against an incum-
bent Senator who is required to make re-
ports and disclosures under the present law.

(1) Is such an Individual a “candidate”
for purposes of reporting and disclosure,
even though he has not officially announced
his candidacy?

(2) Would the answer be the same if the
individual paid for the polls himself?

(3) Would the answers to the first two
questions be the same under 8. 3727

(4) Would the answer be the same if the
money was accepted or spent and the polls
were conducted prior to the year in which
the Senatorial race was held?

Suppose polls were commissioned and paid
for by a committee acting “on behalf of” a
particular individual, and the polls were spe-
cifically designed to gauge this individual’s
relative standing in a forthcoming Senate
race against an incumbent Senator.

(1) Would this committee be requested to
conform to the organization, reporting and
disclosure requirements of present law?

(2) Would the answer be the same under
8. 3727

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine
business.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
period for the transaction of routine
business be limited to 15 minutes, with
statements therein limited to 5 minutes
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

U.S. TOURISTS TIGHTEN MONEY
BELTS

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Pres-
ident, one of the outstanding newspaper-
men in the State of Virginia is D. Lathan
Mims, editor and general manager of the
Harrisonburg Daily News Record. Mr.
Mims spent some weeks in Europe this
summer and when he returned he wrote
a report for the Daily News Record of
Harrisonburg, Va. It is captioned “U.S.
Tourists Tighten Money Belts.” The arti-
cle points out the effect that the devalu-
ation of the American dollar, the declin-
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ing value of the American dollar has had
on the American tourists, and the effect
it has had on U.S. military personnel and
their families in Europe.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
article to which I have referred.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

U.8. TourisTs TIGHTEN MONEY BELTS

(By Lathan Mims)

RomeE—American tourists in Europe, still
flocking to the inflation-plagued continent
in droves, are beginning to tighten their
money belts.

This becomes evident as one talks with
shopkeepers, travel bureau officials, tour
guldes and others catering to the hordes of
drip-dry travelers from middle class America.

The European visitor this summer 1is
caught in a double bind—devaluation of the
ever-weakening dollar and galloping infla-
tion that is pushing prices upward at an
alarming 10 percent rate in some countries
on the traditional grand tour. As a result the
tourist is watching his lira and francs more
carefully than ever, say veteran guldes.

One guide noted an increasing tendency by
Americans to beat high restaurant prices by
group shopping at small groceries for snacks
in hotel rooms. Empty cheap wine bottles
left behind tell the story of this do-it-your-
self economy.

Inflation, troublesome encugh In the
United States, is an even more menacing
specter in Europe. It is now reportedly even
beginning to threaten the European Common
Market's existence.

In Parls, mens’ jackets, apparently no finer
than name brands in Harrisonburg stores,
sell for £300. But that's not surprising in a
country where watered, artificially-flavored
fruit drinks cost 80 cents a glass.

In Italy, where it costs 10 lira (about a
penny) to ride elevators in some apartment
complexes, tourist stations don't even bother
to glve penny-sized change—with a fine
Itallan flair they hand out a tiny pilece of
candy instead.

In Rome, where restaurant prices have
not skyrocketed as much as in Paris, an
Associated Press check showed little con-
cern among most tourists over the dollar's
troubles. Some explained that their tours
were pre-paid weeks ago and hotel and res-
taurant costs were figured at lower than pres-
ent rates. But others, not under pre-packaged
arrangements, are quick to buy English lan-
guage newspapers for the latest episode In
the dollar's dreary tale.

Undoubtedly the hardest hit among Ameri-
can tourists are the tens of thousands of
students making their way from country
to country with their clothing and sleeping
bags in big back packs. They are hard pressed
to meet #6 and $8 a day budgets. A popular
offering in book stalls is Arthur Frommer's
“Europe on $6-$10 A Day.” An ironic twist
finds the book selling in Switzerland for 16,70
franes—about the cost of one day’s stay for
the back-packers.

An AP story quotes one Greenwich, Conn.
student as saying, “I have to make it on 86
a day and it gets me less and less.” Another
student, from Massachusetts, is in Switzer-
land for the second time in three years and
he finds the difference “unbellevable.”

“I got about 4.30 francs for the dollar and
prices were much lower” three years ago, he
;egg}ed “Now my friend just got about

Long-time American residents in Europe
also are suffering. Again the AP reports that
since 1969 the once almighty dollar's pur-
chasing power has shrunk by up to 60 per
cent because of various currency adjust-
ments.

“Prices are going up incredibly,” a retired
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Americ-an in Rome sald. “The meat I buy for
my dog now costs what I used to pay for

_meat for the family a few years ago.”

American servicemen are sending their
families home and are living on base, Amer=
ican business executives are complaining be-
cause their salaries are not rising as rapidly
as those of their European counterparts, and
more and more retired people are thinking of
going home to Amerlca.

But the American, resldent or tourist, is not
the only one feeling inflation’s painful bite in
Europe in summer 1973.

A Japanese business man obviously well
supplied with Parisian saki, took off his
trousers in a hotel lobby and offered them to
a hotel attendant, shouting, “Here, take
these. You French already have taken my
skin and everything else.”

Other notes and observations from a three-
week American Express tour of London, Edin-
burgh, Paris, Lucerne, Venice, Florence,
Naples, Caprl and Rome:

Best buy in all Europe for the golfer. The
$2.60 greens fee for the famed, 600-year Old
Course at 8t. Andrews, Scotland, the game's
birthplace. For non-golfing, shopping wives,
a wool shop across the road from the St.
Andrews courses offer cashmere sweaters at
$21 upward, much under American prices.

Art-loving tourlsts are plagued by wildeat
strikes In Paris’ storied museums, In one day,
attendants struck both the Louvre and Ver-
sallles Palace. With an expected three million
tourists in Rome this summer, several
museums and monuments are to be closed in
July, August and September to give custo-
dians vacations.

Switzerland’'s Lucerne, a crossroads for
American touring partles, does not have
Virginia's blue law problems. Merchants open
their stores on Saturday nights and Sunday
mornings for the Yankee dollar.

It's also in Lucerne that Americans, many
at the half-way point of thelr tours, ex-
change tips with fellow travelers on what's
ahead for them. Opinions and generalizations
are as plentiful as the Alpine peaks. “Greece
is good but hot. We had rain all over Italy.
Parls is too expensive. Our guide is horrible.
A walter insulted us in Germany—we won't
go back there.”

From these remarks, one wonders of the
impressions of visitors to our own tourist-
minded Shenandoah Valley and the Influence
any one of us has on those iImpressions.

At least one American had a partial solu-
tion to the dollar’s troubles. He tipped in
dollar bills, saying, “If Europe 1s golng to kill
my dollars, then Europeans will suffer too.”

Pedestrians seem to be winning the eternal
battle against Paris’ speed-maddened drivers.
In five minutes, we saw two of them outside
the Louvre jump three or four feet to safety
in the nick of time while a French woman
nearby shouted “lunatic” at the speeding,
horn-blowing drivers.

Rome traffic also 1s the source of many
complaints, although Roman drivers do have
the knack of stopping just in time. To ease
its congestion, Rome is considering dredging
its narrow Tiber River for commuter boats.
Perhaps Harrisonburg can do the same for
Black’s Run, a creek with far less odor than
Venice's anclent sewage-scented canals.

During World War II, the American mili-
tary commands Issued booklets to GIs on
customs and languages in countries where
troops were to be statloned. We suggest the
State Department could improve the Ameri-
can’s image abroad by offering similar book-
lets with each new passport.

Occasionally, on the fringes of American
touring groups one sees small clusters of na-
tives laughing at the tour parties. It's then
that one gets the impression the ugly Ameri-
can is suddenly becoming the funny Ameri-
can.

But, funny or not, the American tourist
dollar being spent in Europe this summer
obviously is a mainstay in the continent's
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economy. Thousands of shops advertise their
acceptance of credit cards. And almost al-
ways three out of four of the advertised cards
are issued only in the United States.

ADDRESS OF EARL HAMMER, JR.,
BEFORE THE VIRGINIA PRESS
ASSOCIATION

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr, Presi-
dent, the speech which has had perhaps
the greatest acclaim in Virginia recently
was delivered by Earl Hammer, Jr., be=
fore the Virginia Press Association at its
annual convention at Virginia Beach.

Mr. Hammer is a Virginia native. He
is producer of the top-rated television
series “The Waltons.” He was born in
Nelson County, Va. Although he now
lives in California, he has maintained a
close contact with Virginia and as one
will see from his speech, he deeply loves
his native State.

The speech has been widely reprinted
throughout Virginia. For example, the
copublisher and executive editor of the
Lynchburg News, Mr. Tom Glass, called
it to the attention of editors of the news
and it was published in full in the
Lynchburg News.

There is so much good commonsense
in the speech by Mr. Hammer that I
think it is well to insert it in the REcorp
so it can be read all over the United
States. While it speaks of Virginia a
great deal, his philosophy is the type of
philosophy that has made this country
great.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed in the REcorp
the speech by Mr. Hammer, producer of
the top-rated television series ‘‘The
Waltons.”

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

“THE WALTON'S" AN AFFIRMATION OF VIRGINIA
(By Earl Hammer, Jr.)
(Editor's note: Earl Hammer, Jr., the Nel-

'son County native whose top-ranked televi-

slon serles, “The Waltons,” 1s based on his
boyhood in Schuyler, gave this acceptance
speech recently upon receiving the Virginia
Press Assoclation's “Virginian of the Year”
award. It should be read by Virginians every-
where for it celebrates, in Mr. Hammer’s clos-
ing words, “the love I have known here and
the values which can sustain us through the
uncertaln years to come.’)

There used to be a story told up in Nelson
County about a funeral. The deceased, during
his lifetime, had been less than an angel, as
a matter of fact, he had been a miserable
father, a detestable husband and a thorough-
1y bad citizen. Yet, at the funeral service,
when the Preacher gave his Eulogy, he paint-
ed the departed in glowing terms, telling
what a splendid husband he had been, what a
loss to the community his absence would
mean, how terribly his widow and children
would miss him. The widow listened to the
Eulogy with Increasing wonder. Finally she
turned to her eldest child and sald, “Johnny,
go in yonder, look in the coffin, and see if
that's your pa.”

I feel somewhat like that at the moment,
So many fine things have been written and
sald about me this past year that I sometimes
wonder if I shouldn't send somebody to see
if that's really me.

They say that you should never let a Vir-
ginian start talking about his familly be-
cause you're liable never to shut him up. You
don’t run that danger with me. Being a
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writer, I am used to communicating pri-
marily through the written word. The idea of
speaking to as large a group as this fills me
with unabashed terror. I was persuaded to
attempt this speech largely through some
friends who tried to convince me that for this
little while I would be as glib as Johnny Car-
son with the midnight hour approaching. It
hasn't worked. I am & shy Iintroverted
writer . . . still reeling from the indignity of
having during this past week reached my
fiftieth birthday.

They have been a wonderful fifty years, and
I would not trade them for anything. I was
born in 1923 in Schuyler. There is a gulde-
book, written during the depression years by
writers under the supervision of the WPA. In
the book, Schuyler is described as “a tiny
hamlet which rises in mild hilarity on Satur-
day nights.” That writer should have been
around on Sunday morning when we atoned
for our sins at the Baptist Church.

People will tell you that there's a lot more
sln around today than there used to be fifty
years ago. I'm not sure there 18, I always re-
member something my Grandmother Gianin-
ni saild which I asked her about the differ-
ence between her generation and mine. She
answered “The only difference is that today
people do on the front porch what they used
to do out back.”

When I was growing up back in Nelson
County with my father, my mother, my four
brothers and my three sisters, it seemed to
me then, and it does now, that we were
blessed with a good life.

We were in a Depression, and the Alberene
Stone Corporation where my father worked
as a machinist, had closed. We were poor, but
nobody ever bothered to tell us that. All
we knew was that we suffered an absence of
money. But that didn't bother us. We were
too occupled with day to day events: first
came an end to winter. The melting of the
icicles along the eves. Then March—time to
climb Witt's hill with kites made of brown
wrapping paper and flown on string which
had been collected for that purpose all win-
ter long, the blossoming of the dogwood and
redbud and forsythia which told us that
spring was back again. Summer would come
and with it dozens of cousins from Rich-
mond and Petersburg up to visit. At least
once during a summer we would all pile in
cars and run over to Uncle Benny Tapscott’s
farm in Buckingham County. We would feast
on fried chicken on snow white cloths over
picnic tables. Later on we would all go to
the spring house and bring back chilled wa-
termelons and eat them and spit the seeds
on the ground. With the coming of fall we
would learn to wear shoes again. On a Sun-
day we would all pile into my father’s DeSoto
and drive up to the recently opened Sky-
line Drive. Often we would simply stop the
car and look out on the changeless beauty
of those autumn leaves. Back home we would
gather chinguapins and black walnuts. And
when the frost killed the vines we would
gather the last of the green tomatoes and
the following day my mother’s kitchen would
be filled with the pungent aroma of green
tomato relish. Finally the long silent winter
would be upon us. Under our mother's su-
pervision all eight of us children would gather
around the long wooden kitchen table and
do our homework until one by one we drifted
off to bed, and there, sometimes with snow
falling outside, we would call goodnight to
each other, then sleep in the knowledge that
we were secure. We thought we lived in the
best of times.

But many years later, after I had grown
up and become a writer living in New York,
I learned that we had been “economically
deprived.” That we lived in a “depressed area"
and that we suffered from a disease called
“familism.” The sociologists define “fami-
lism" as a type of social organization in which
the famlly is consldered more important than
either other social groups or the individual.
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Not knowing that we were afflicted with
“familism", we thought we loved each other.
Even today, with a highfaluting sociological
name for it, I still prefer to call it love. We
were demonstrative in our love, kissing and
hugging a lot, often we would drink too
much of the recipe, and end up singing old
Baptist hymns around the piano.

These are the people, those were the days,
the Virginia of the 1930's, that I have tried
to record in my books and in the television
serles—The Waltons. Each week this series
is seen by some forty million viewers in this
country. It is also seen in Canada, Hong
Eong, Japan, Australia, Ireland and Equador,
to mention only a few countries . . . and I
belleve that every viewer goes away with
some little knowledge of the good life we
know here in Virginia,

In a single week, not long ago, we received
commendations from the Council of Chris-
tlans and Jews, the Soclety of Southern Bap-
tists, the Religlous Public Relations Council
of the Methodist Church and the Church of
the Latter Day Saints. Last Sunday though
I think we went beyond wildest expectations.
In a magazine called Twin Circle which
is the volce of the National Catholic Press,
given equal space with a plcture of the Pope
is a plcture of the Walton famlily! I hope
we haven’t gone too far,

In addition, we have recelved six Emmy
Awards, the Peabody Award from the Univer-
sity of Georgla, and the support of every
television critic in the country.

In this connection I would like tb thank
the Members of the Virginia Press Association
for a very special reason., In the beginning
of the television series, the Waltons was
69th In a line-up of 656 shows in the Neilson
ratings. Opposing Flip Wilson and Mod Squad
we were in a spot which In television is called,
Death Valley. We needed to reach the audi-
ence to let them know we were there. It
was the members of the press who took up
our cause, who Informed the viewers of our
presence. Thanks largely to the press, the
audlence found its way to the Waltons.
From 69th position in the ratings, we have
risen to a position where we are consistently
in the top ten., For this I am extremely
grateful.

That these plays are autoblographical, I
think you know. The characters of the mother
and father are based on the characters of my
own mother and father. In real life I am
the oldest of eight, but on television, due to
economic considerations, we were forced to
combine the characters of two of my younger
brothers.

We do not try to preach sermons on the
Waltons. Primarily our alm is to entertain.
But certain values keep creeping in .
while on other channels cardboard, cut out
images are chasing each other down shadowy
alleys, over on the Waltons we are affirm-
ing such old fashioned virtues as self-rell-
ance, thrift, independence, freedom, love of
God, respect for one’s fellow man. . . . and
affirmation of values which are typically Vir-
ginian, and which have sustalned our country
for nearly two hundred years.

The series is also about “famillsm.”

The Disease is rampant here in Virginia,
and I'm not sorry about it. Whatever else
we can take into this bewlldering new age,
the most meaningful may be our preservation
of a sense of love and reverence for the family
and the-traditional values therein. You have
honored me here tonight most graciously.
With your permission I accept that honor on
behalf of my mother and in memory of my
father.

One further word. I am proud to be a native
of Virginia. I love this state, from the red
clay hills of Nelson County to the Atlantic
surf that pounds outside our door. I hope
you will do all you can to keep Virginia green.
I earnestly hope that you will keep it a place
for lovers. And I pledge you that I will con~
tinue, through my writing, to celebrate the
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love I have known here and the values which
can sustain us through the uncertain years to
come.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

e —

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
MONDAY AT 11 AM.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stands in adjournment until the hour of
11 a.m. Monday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR STEVENSON MONDAY AND
FOR PERIOD FOR TRANSACTION
OF ROUTINE BUSINESS, TO BE
FOLLOWED BY RESUMPTION OF
CONSIDERATION OF THE UNFIN-
ISHED BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that after the
two leaders or their designees have been
recognized on Monday, the distinguished
Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON)
be recognized for not to exceed 15 min-
utes, after which there be a period for
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness of not to exceed 15 minutes, after
which the Senate resume the considera-
tion of the unfinished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent—these matters
have been cleared on both sides of the
aisle—that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar Order Nos.
332 and 336.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

APPOINTMENT OF ALTERNATES
FOR GOVERNORS OF INTERNA-
TIONAL MONETARY FUND AND
INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RE-
CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOP-
MENT

The bill (8. 1887) to provide for the
appointment of alternates for the gov-
ernors of the International Monetary
Fund and of the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development was
considered, ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
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first sentence of subsection (b) of section 3
of the Bretton Woods Agreements Act (22
U.S.C. 286a) be amended to read as follows:
“The President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, shall appoint an al-
ternate for the governor of the Fund and an
alternate for the governor of the Bank.”.

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 93-350), explaining the pur-
poses of the measure.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

ExcerpT FroM REPORT No. 83-350
PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill i1s to amend sub-
section (b) of section 3 of the Bretton Woods
Agreements Act to change the existing pro-
vision that the alternate governor repre-
senting the United States on the board of
governors of the Fund “shall also serve as
alternate for the governor of the Bank.” 8.
1887 would authorize the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
to appoint different individuals as alternates
for the governor of the Fund and of the
Bank.

COMMITTEE ACTION

On May 23, 1973, Senator Fulbright (by
request) introduced S. 1887 in accordance
with an executive communication from the
Secretary of the Treasury, who serves as gov-
ernor of the Fund and the Bank. The text of
executive communication 59, dated May 14,
1973, reads as follows:

“THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
“Washington, D.C., May 10, 1973.
“Hon. Spiro T. AGNEW,
“President of the Senale,
“Washington, D.C.

“DeAR Mg, PrREsENT: There is transmitted
herewith a draft bill, “To provide for the ap-
pointment of alternates for the Governors
of the International Monetary Fund and of
the International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development,’ together with a compara-
tive type showing the changes that would
be made in existing law by the bill.

“The proposed legislation would amend
section 3(b) of the Bretton Woods Agree-
ments Act to provide for the appointment
by the President, with the advice and consent
of the Senate, of separate alternate Gover-
nors of the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development and the Inter-
national Monetary Fund. The legislation at
present provides that the same individual
serve as alternate Governor of both the
Fund and the Bank.

“The proposed amendment would give the
President, in appointing different individuals
as alternate Governor of the Bank and the
Fund, greater flexibility to select the indi-
vidual most qualified to serve in each of
these positions. Thus, in making these ap-
poinments, the President would be able to
take into account the differing functions
being fulfilled by the Bank and the Fund
in the international financial sphere,

“It would be appreciated if you would lay
the proposed bill before the Senate. An iden-
tical bill has been transmitted to the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives,

“The Department has been advised by the
Office of Management and Budget that there
is no objection from the standpoint of the
Administration’s program fto the submission
of this proposed legislation to the Congress.

“Sincerely yours,

“Georce P. BHULTZ.”

The Committee on Foreign Relations con-
sidered 8, 1887 in executive session on July
24, Members expressed agreement with the
general proposition that the Fund and the
Bank are institutions of quite differing char-
acter and purposes, and that the United
States Government might find it advanta-
geous to have separate alternate governors
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representing this country on the boards of
the two organizations. It is the understanding
of the Committee that the President intends
to nominate as alternate governor of the
Fund the Chairman of the Board of Gover-
nors of the Federal Reserve System. The view
was expressed that it was logical and appro-
priate normally to appoint a member of
that Board to such a position, although in
the past it has been occupied by a high offi-
cial of the Department of State.

However, Members also strongly supported
the view that the post of alternate governor
of the Bank as a matter of course should
continue to be occupied by a representative
of the Department of State. Consideration
was given to the proposition of amending 8.
1887 to that effect, but it was decided in-
stead to state this position clearly and force-
fully in the report on the bill. With this un-
derstanding, the Committee, by volce vote
and without any dissent, ordered S. 1887 re-
ported favorably without amendment on
July 24, 1973.

DISPOSAL OF OPIUM FROM
NATIONAL STOCEKPILE

The bill (8. 2166) to authorize the dis-
posal of opium from the national stock-
pile was considered, ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Ad-
ministrator of General Services is hereby
authorized to dispose of, by negotiation or
otherwise, approximately one hundred and
forty-one thousand six hundred pounds
(morphine content) of opium now held in
the national stockpile established pursuant to
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act (50 U.5.C. 88-88h). Buch disposi-
tion may be made without regard to the re-
quirements of section 3 of the Strategic and
Critical Materlals Stock Plling Act: Provided,
That the time and method of disposition
shall be fixed with due regard to the pro-
tection of the United States against avoid-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets,

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LIMITATION OF STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS MONDAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that state-
ments during the transaction of routine
morning business on Monday next be
limited to 3 minutes. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

H.R. 5777, TO REQUIRE THAT RE-
PRODUCTIONS AND IMITATIONS
OF COINS AND POLITICAL ITEMS
BE MARKED AS COPIES OR WITH
THE DATE OF MANUFACTURE,
BILL PLACED ON CALENDAR

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
H.R. 5777 is identical in every respect
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with Calendar No. 328, S. 1880, the so-
called Hobby Act reported last week by
the Committee on Commerce. I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Commerce be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 5777 and that
the bill be placed on the calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, Presi-
dent, the program for Monday is as fol-
lows:

The Senate will convene at 11 a.m.
After the two leaders or their designees
have been recognized under the stand-
ing order, the distinguished Senator from
Illinois (Mr. STEvENsON) will be recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 muintes, after
which there will be a period for the
transaction of routine morning business
of not to exceed 15 minutes, with state-
ments limited therein to 3 minutes.

At the conclusion of routine morning
business, action will be resumed at about
11:30 a.m., on S. 372, the campaign re-
form bill. A rollcall vote, by previous
agreement, will occur on final passage of
gshe bill at no later than the hour of
3:30 p.m. Monday.

Rollcall votes, of course, may occur
prior to the hour of 3:30 p.m. on amend-
ments or motions relating to the bill or
on other business which may have been
cleared for action.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY
AT 11 AM.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
the hour of 11 a.m. on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and at
3:38 p.m. the Senate adjourned until
Monday, July 30, 1973, at 11 a.m.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate July 28, 1973:

DEPARTMENT OF HouUsING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

David Olan Meeker, Jr., of Indlana, to be
an Assistant Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development.

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

The following-named persons to be mem-
bers of the Securities and Exchange Commis=
sion for the terms indicated:

A. A. Sommer, Jr., of Ohio, for the remain-
der of the term expiring June 5, 1976.

* Ray Garrett, Jr., of Illinols, for the re-
mainder of the term expiring June 5, 1877.
Narional CrepiT UNioN BOARD

Wwilliam E. Young, of Washington, to be a
member of the Natlonal Credit Union Board
for the remainder of the term expiring De-
cember 31, 1973.

(The above nominations were approved
subject to the nominees’ commitment to re-
spond to requests to appear and, testify be-
fore any duly constituted committee of the
Senate.)
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